University of San Diego

Digital USD
Dissertations

Theses and Dissertations

1987

A College Athletic Department - An Example of a High
Performance System Existing in an Organized Anarchy Known as
a University-Higher Education Organization
June Townsend Scopinich EdD
University of San Diego

Follow this and additional works at: https://digital.sandiego.edu/dissertations
Part of the Leadership Studies Commons

Digital USD Citation
Townsend Scopinich, June EdD, "A College Athletic Department - An Example of a High Performance
System Existing in an Organized Anarchy Known as a University-Higher Education Organization" (1987).
Dissertations. 507.
https://digital.sandiego.edu/dissertations/507

This Dissertation: Open Access is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at
Digital USD. It has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Digital USD. For
more information, please contact digital@sandiego.edu.

A COLLEGE ATHLETIC DEPARTMENT - AN EXAMPLE OF A
HIGH PERFORMANCE SYSTEM EXISTING IN AN
ORGANIZED ANARCHY KNOWN AS A UNIVERSITY-HIGHER
EDUCATION ORGANIZATION

by

June Townsend Scoplnlch

A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of

Doctor of Education

1987

Dissertation Committee

William P. Foster, Ed.D., Director
Patricia Lowry, Ph.D.
Wallace F. Cohen, Ed.D.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Copyr:-lghted by
June Townsend Scopinich
May 1987

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

ABSTRACT

A COLLEGE ATHLETIC 'DEPARTMENT - AN EXAMPLE OF A
HrGH PERFOR.MANCE. SYSTEM EXIST IN(;'

IN .AN.

ORGANIZED ANARCHY KNOWN AS A UNIVERSITY-HI~HER
EDUCATION ORGANIZATION
The research•r 1n this study sought an empirical
example of a Vaill ·s high performance system with1~ ~he
un1ve~s1ty-h1gher eaucat1on organ1:ation.

This

inve~tigation will assist leaaers within colleges a~d
univers1t1•s 1n having a greater understanding of c,e
organ1zat1onal ~tructure of their own inst1tut1ons b~
ofieri~g a new theo~etical perception.

The results wiil be

analyzed with the prospects of util1z1ng this information to
address such theoretical questions as: how did the athletic

department achieve

this

high level of performance and how

was the athiet1c department able to exist as a h~gh
performance system witnin the·un1ve~stty organ1zat1on that
1s often ·charactP.rlzed as an organized anarchy

a~~

a loosely

coup lea system ..
This ~tudy, which extended from January. 1986 to May,
1986, was conctucte~ using the athletic department of the
Univers1ty of California, San Diego.

The sample consisted

of forty-one s.ubjects: the Athletic Director, ten coaches,
and thirty athletes.
The research design was a case study that used the
focused 1nterv1ew technique.

An interview guide, that was

des1gned by the researcher, was used during the interview
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portion of ·thts research.

I: consiste~ of 34 questions.

Each of these questions were aesigned to refJect a ~pec1flc

. er"! ter 1"ori ,inct.>or. ch~racter ~·st :·c of" ::1. h l 9h "pertorm.~nce
0

system

as defined by Va111. ·These q1.;est1ons were u·sed to see if in
fact the University of Cal lforn1a. San D1ego~s athletic
department could be define.d as a high p.erformance system.
Each of the quest1ons we~e an~lyzed to see whether or
not the response was in agreement wlth the response given by
the Athletic Director.

A 70 percent level of agreement was

established. Each question had to achieve this 70 petcent
agreement between the Athlet~c Director's response and the
responses off the forty coaches and athletes in order for a
question to be used in· the analysis of data.
The researcher concludea that the athletic department
could be identified a~ a high performance system.

In

addressing the question _of he~ the athletic department
achieved th1s ·1evel of excel

:e:■tce

the f_tnd1ngs suggest that

fhe environment o~ts1de :ne ~n1versity playea a s1gnif1cant

rol~ in 1nfluencing the successful development of the
department.

The findings also suggest that the athl~tic

department was able to exist ~s a high performance system
within the un1vers1ty organ1zat1on because of the ab1.lity of
an organized anarchy and a loosely coupled system to
tolerate novel solutions, local accommodat1on s, and a great
deal of ambiguity while sti 11 mai-ntaining its own unique
identity.

·--. ·-·-·-·-··-·

···----------
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Most colleges and universities give the appearance as
being rationally organized institutions that are guided by
well educated men and women in leadership positions.

These

institutions can be characterized by their clearly stated
goals and purposes that are contained ln most of their
catalogues.

The presidents of these organizations suggest

to all that they are both knowledgeable and capable of
running these rationally oriented institutions.

Combined

into the administrative structure of most university-higher
education systems are such organizational roles as
vice-presidents. deans. assistant deans and department
chairs.

These roles are delegated to individual members

that help the President
run the lnstltution and implement
.,
the policies.

At the bottom of this traditional hierarchy

are the many faculty members organized into different
departments by various academic disciplines.

All seem, to

the uninitiated. to be united in their prescribed tasks
toward achieving the lnstitution's goals and purposes.
Many organizational theorists. however. view these
educational organizations as being nonrational in nature.
Many of them think of university-higher education
1
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lnstltutlons as belng organized anarchies <March

&

Olsen,

1979) that exhibit looeely coupled characterieti cs <Weick,
1982) and reflect fundamental ambiguities.

Viewing these

organizations as organized anarchies and loosely coupled
assemblages implies that the components or units within the
organization are weaker and have fewer common elements than
previously thought <Weick, 1978, p.57).
Although these theorists describe the university
organization in compatible, non-rational terms, the
ambiguity that ls central to both theories ls also central
to their results.

They do not tell us why or how the

exhibited organized anarchy or loosely coupled
characteristi cs occur.

Thus, they seem to eliminate much of

the practical application of their theories.

Torbert seems

to agree with this thought when he states that Cohen and
March"s
flndlngs ••• (descrlbes) what education currently
does n.Q.t do ••• the findings hold no logical

implications or empirical clues about: (1) what
education

ought to do, <2>

b.QSi

education might do what

it ought to do, or <3> which of their alms, strategies

or bebavtors educatlonaJ practltloners would need to
reform in order to educate more successfully <1981,
p .143).

The inability of these theorists to explain educational
institutions in more clearly definable terms ls an issue
involved ln this research.

·-----··- ·------- -------- -------- ---Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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There are various concepts about organizations and
education that are also central to this research.
Contemporary organization theory ls abandoning a
rational-mode) approach to organizations and beginning to
adopt social, political and cultural perspectives
<Sergiovannl, 1984).

The maJor propositions of contemporary

theory are:
1. That the loose coupling and organized anarchy
theories should not be viewed as competing but rather as
overlapping and compatible theories.
2. That educational leaders are hampered by the
inadequacy of present organizational theory.
3. That our lack of understanding of organizations ls
perpetuated by the simplicity of the myth of organization as
a monolith <Bennis, 1985, p.49>.
4. That part of this problem ls the lack of
understanding of the various "organizational selves" or
substructures that exist in all organizations <Bennis, 1985,
p. 48. 50)

5. That organizational analysis of universities should
be viewed from a cultural perspective that acknowledges that
within the university there exists various subcultures, each
seeking to promote and maintain lts own values <Sergiovanni,
1984 , p • 1 , 8) .
6. That schools do not exist in a static world but that
because their environment ls in a constant state of flux the

.. ···---·-··· .• ·--·---

-----------------------------
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relationship between the school and its environment must be
continuously refined <Abbott, 1975, p.176).
7. That education ls one of the maJor lnstltutlons in
America today.

As such, education ls firmly established

within the basic fiber of our society and culture.
Therefore, education can be considered an instrument of
cultural needs allowing society to get the type of education
it wants <Goodman, 1962, p.26; Ross, 1958, p.9).
8. That, although the standard portrait of schools many
times depicts weak ineffective organizations, educational
institutions, unlike other types of organizations, fall
infrequently.

Perhaps, as some authors suggest, the faulty

analysis ls due, in part, to the researchers having the
wrong model in mind <Meyer, Scott

&

Deal, 1983, p.49; Weick,

1982a , p • 673) •
9. That, "in most large organizations different
subunits face different envlronments ••• The more diverse the
environments that different units face, the more
differentiation in structure is needed 11 <Bolman

&

Deal,

1984, p.47).

10. That external environment ls a powerful determinant
on designing internal structure and process <Jackson

&

Morgan, 1982, p.260).
11. That loose coupling of structural elements may
cause departmental units to vary independently and "provide
a more sensitive mechanism to detect environmental
variation" (Weick, 1982, p.387).
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12. That as organlzatlona l environments become more
diverse, the need for horizontal connnunlcatlon increases
<Bolman & Deal, 1984, p.42).
13. That conmunlcatlon le significant to the success
and £allure of human systems (Capalle, 1979, p.8).
14. That in loosely coupled eystems flawed feedback, or
the inability of the various units to connnunicate, ls often
the maJor source of looseness <Weick, 1982, p.402).
15. That amblgulty can occur because information ls
incomplete or ambiguous or ls interpreted in different ways
by different people <Bolman

&

Deal, 1984, p.12).

In the past, many of these perspectives have been
absent from the research of university-hi gher education
organizations .

These propositions, however, guided this

research toward taking a more multi-faceted approach in the
study of collegiate institutions as organizations .

Although

such theorists as Cohen, March, and Weick describe
organizations as ambiguous, loosely coupled entitles, the
multl-facetic lty of these organizations seems to need
additional explanation in order to provide the practical
guidelines that so many educational leaders seek.
One theorist who has proposed a relatively new concept
that could help explain the collegiate organization in
clearer terms ls Vaill <1982).
high performance systems.

Vaill sees organizations as

Although this model seems in

direct opposition to the theories of Cohen, March, and Weick
the question posed by this research ls are these models of
organizations really incompatible?

Or, can high performance

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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system s exist within an ambigu ous. loosel y couple d system ?
The resear ch will demon strate that the latter option ls true
by showin g how a high perfor mance system - an athlet ic
depart ment- exists within a loosel y couple d enviro nment .
Furth er. this resear ch shows what ingred ients contri bute to
the develo pment of this high perfor mance system by doing an
analy sis of interv iews with members of the subsys tem within
a higher educat ion organ izatio n.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Two theori es about unive rsity-h igher educa tion
organ izatio ns have been develo ped-- organi zed anarch y and
loose coupli ng. These two theori es are not incom patible but
rather are intertw ined in their descri ptive analy sis of the
nonra tlonal nature of educa tional organ izatio ns. One
purpos e of this study ls to look beyond these descri ptive
terms and find a possib le explan ation of how excell ent
perfor mance can occur ln an organ izatio n descri bed as
anarch ic and loosel y couple d. The case: an athlet ic
depart ment which year after year produc es excell ence despit e
the so-ca lled anarch ic qualit y of higher educat ion
organ izatio ns.

This also might be true of other unive rsity

depart ments , but the focus of this resear ch will be on an
athle tic depart ment.
Anoth er purpos e of this study ls to demon strate
empir ically that an examp le of Vall l's high perfor mance
system exists within the unive rsity-h igher educa tion
organ izatio n. Althou gh this model is not now used to
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describe the university and therefore can be considered a
canpeting way of looking at the organization and how it
performs. it ls hoped that by finding an empirical example
of this model within the university its organizational
structure will be given greater clarity of understanding.
Perhaps the ambiguity shown by educational institutions
could then be explained by the existence of different types
of organizational systems making up the different parts of
university; i.e., an athletic department defined as a high
performance system.

The exhibited ambiguity may be caused

by the differences between the goals and purposes of each of
the individual parts and the stated goals and purposes of
the university as a whole.

Perhaps. then, this would offer

one explanation as to why the university, as an
organization, shows such ambiguity and complexity and ls so
difficult to define.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
1. Can an athletic department be found, within the
university-higher education organization, that can be
characterized as a high performance system?
2. If so, what makes it a high performance system?
3. If an athletic department ls found to have
characteristics of high performance systems, how did lt
achieve this level of excellence?
4. How can a high performance system exist in an
organization described as an organized anarchy and/or a
loosely coupled system?

--------------------------···-·
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IMPLICATION FOR EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP
Leadership ls a process whereby the Jeader with certain
motives and purposes mobilize resources so as to arouse,
engage, and satisfy the motives of the fo11owers in order to
realize mutuaJJy held goals <Burns, 1978, p.18).

This

process ls exercised in a condition of competition and
conflict in which the leader's appeal to the motive bases of
potential followers.

Leaders, then, induce the followers to

act for certain goals that represent the values and
motivation of both the leader and the followers (Burns,
1978, pp.18-19).

It is within this reciprocal process, inherent in
leadership, that the importance of this research becomes
apparent.

Basic to this concept ls that the leader either

satisfies mutually held goals or induces the followers to
act for certain goals.

If, then, an empirical example of a

high performance system can be found within the
university-higher education organization, it would have to
be acknowledged that there were at least two organizations
with different goaJs functioning within the same
institution.

The organized anarchy with its vague

inconsistent goals ls quite different from a
high-performance system that ls characterized by clear
purposes and obJectlves.

Leadership, because of its

reciprocal process, would be directly effected by this
possibility of different parts of the educational
organization having differing goals because ln order to lead

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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and change goals for the benefit of the whole lnetltution
the leader muet approach the various parts of the university
organlzatlon.

One part might be ln complete accord with

his/her stated goals while another part might be in complete
opposition.
In the university-higher education organization, it ls
usually the President who must be concerned with the
institution as a whole.

Because of this possibility of two

organizations perceived as one, lt ls the President who must
deal with two units exhibiting different goals and purposes.
But, instead of this ambiguity being masked by the label of
organized anarchy, this research could help the President to
better understand the universlty-higher education
organization.

Also, as the leader, it would aid him/her in

understanding Just what hls/her followers~ goals and
objectives really are.

Only then will the President be able

to lead his/her university and transform the followers by
comprehending their differing goals.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Ambiguity signifies that there are four maJor kinds of
opaqueness in organizations: intention, understanding,
history, and organization (March

&

Olsen, 1979).

Culture ls a pattern of baslc assumptions- invented,
discovered, or developed by a given group as lt learns to
cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal
integration- that has worked well enough to be considered

··-··-----·--

-----------------------------------
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valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the
correct way to perceive, think, and feel ln relation to
those prob l ems ( Sche 1n , 1985) •

Dlscredltlng means that all past experience has lots of
surplus meaning and there ls no reason to think that we have
exhausted the meanings of that experience by how we
currently process it (Weick, 1977a).

Division I refers to a specific classification of
four-year intercollegiate programs by the N.C.A.A.

In order

to be classified Division I an institution must meet the
following criteria:
1.

Must sponsor a minimum of six varsity

intercollegiate sports lnvolvlng all-male teams or
mixed teams of males and females in Division I.
2.

Must sponsor six varsity intercollegiate

sports involving all-female teams in Division I.
3.

May award financial aid based on athletic

ability.
4.

Must place an annual limit of athletic based

awards on the following sports: 15 awards for men's
basketball, 15 awards for women's basketball, 10 awards
for women's gymnastics, 8 awards for women's tennis,
and 12 awards for women's volleyball.
5.

May administer 137 awards to all other men's

sports and 92 awards to all other women's sports based
on athletic ability.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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6.

All awards based on athletic ability must not

exceed the value of c011111only accepted educational
expenses at that institution (National Collegiate
Athletic Association. 1985>.

Division II refers to a specific classification of
four-year intercollegiate programs by the N.C.A.A.

In order

to be classified Division II as institution must meet the
following criteria:
1.

Must sponsor a minimum of four varsity

intercollegiate sports involving all-male teams or
mixed teams of males and females in Division II.
2.

Must sponsor four varsity intercollegiate

sports involving all-female teams in Division II.
3.

May award financial aid based on athletic

ability.
4.

Must place an annual limit of athletic based

awards on the following teams: 45 awards for men's
football and 12 awards for men's basketball.
5.

May administer 57 awards to all other men's

sports and 110 awards to all other women's sports based
on athletic ability.
6.

All awards based on athletic ability must mot

exceed the value of commonly accepted educational

expenses at that institution <National Collegiate
Athletic Association. 1985).

Division III refers to a specific classification of
four-year intercollegiate programs by the N.C.A.A.

In order
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to be classified Division III an institution must meet the
following criteria:
1.

An institution shall not award financial aid

to any student/athlete except to those showing a
financial need.
2.

All forms of financial assistance to

student/athletes shall be handled through the regular
college agency or committee that administers aid for
all students.
3.

Shall not utilize any form of a letter of

intent or similar form of commitment when recruiting a
student/athlete (National Collegiate Athletic
Association, 1985).

High-performance systems refers to human systems that
perform at levels of excellence far beyond those of
comparable systems (Vaill, 1982

&

1984).

Joint optimization ls a stream of processes in a work
system in which the various elements are behaving according
to, but not beyond, the limits set by the laws that govern
their behavior, and in which the behavior of any particular
element ls not preventing some other element from behaving
in accordance with the laws that govern it <Valli, 1978).

Loose coupling conveys the idea that even though
coupled events are responsive they preserve their own
identity and offer evidence for their own physical or
logical separateness (Weick, 1976).
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N,C.A,A, refers to the National Collegiate Athletic
Association <National Collegiate Athletic Aseociatlon,
1985).

QrganlzatlonaJ roJes are names given clusters of
component tasks which the agency has decided to designate to
individuals <Argyrus, 1978>.

Organized anarchy refers to organizations that can be
characterized as

having vague and inconsistent goals,

unclear technology, and fluid participation <Welner, 1979).

Purposing refers to that continuous stream of actions
by

an organlzation 1 s formal leadership which have the effect

of inducing clarity, consensus, and commitment regarding the
organlzatlon 1 s basic purposes <Vaill, 1982).

Subculture is the set of cultural patterns that sets a
group apart from larger society or a larger organization
<Phillips & Schaefer, 1976).
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

I. INTRODUCTION
Educationa l organizati ons are created to produce
schooling for corporate society ••• As their purposes
and structures are defined and institutio nalized in the
rules, norms, and ideologies of the wider society, the
legitimacy of schools and their ability to mobilize
resources depend on maintainin g congruence between
their structure and these socially shared categorica l
understand ings of education (Meyer & Rowan, 1978,
p. 94-95).

Thus, the very character of the organizati onal
structure of universiti es and colleges are linked to the
meaning society gives these institutio ns <Kamens, 1977,
p.217>.

Although influenced and formed by American culture,

the structure of educationa l organizati ons resist
classifica tion in terms of any model <Gross & Brambsch,
1974, p.5>.

Traditiona l models portray the American

university as being pluralisti c in nature, as being a
multivers ity, and as being characteri zed by intense
dlsciplinar :-y
14
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specializatio ns.

However, contemporary organizationa l

theory uses the organized anarchy theory and the loosely
coupled systems model to describe the ambiguity and
looseness exhibited by universities and colleges as they
exist in their modern complex world.
These various concepts and important aspects involving
the higher educational organization are central to the issue
being researched in this dissertation.

Both traditional and

contemporary organizationa l theory describe certain
processes inherent ln higher education organizations but not
others.

The question ls why?

Why ls the complexity that is

exhibited by these organizations so difficult to define?
explore these questions and the

To

ideas used to describe the

processes and their effect on the higher education
organizations , both traditional and contemporary theories
will be discussed.

These theories will be discussed first

because they are central to present-day conceptualiza tion of
higher education organizations .
Literature concerning the university as an organization
will also be reviewed in order to provide a theoretical
basis for the research involved in this dissertation.
Particular attention will be given to the organizationa l
qualities of the university, the environment surrounding
educational lnstitutions, and the effect of the environment
on the very structure of the higher education organization.
However, as previously stated these theories and
analyses do not explain higher education organizations
clearly enough to remove contradiction s and confusion.
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Whether the authors discuss higher education organizations
using traditional or contemporary theory they all seem to
acknowledge the complexity and ambiguity surrounding these
organizations.

Perhaps, by studying the patterning of the

processes that effect the structure of academic institutions
these organizations could be better explained.

Weick

<March, 1976) seems to agree with this when he stated that
it ls not the existence or nonexistence of loose coupling
that ls crucial to determining the functioning of
organizations but, rather the patterning of the couplings
(p.363).
Because the central focus of this research is to
provide a better understanding of the university as an
organization, one particular disciplinary area will be
studied to possibly help provide a greater understanding of
its organizational patterning.

Athletics, which ls so

deeply rooted in the university structure and such a
persistent part of every institution of higher learning,
will be used as an example of a disciplinary specialization.
A review of literature will be conducted involving athletics
in the university.
Scott <1983) states that organizations are imprinted by
the forces that surround them at the time of their creation.
Therefore, organizations formed during one time period tend
to assume a specific character that ls carried forward
during their entire organizational life Cp.169).

Assuming

this ls true, the effect of American culture on the
athletics in higher education will be reviewed in order to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

17
have a greater understanding of athletics and how lt came to
have the specific organizational characteristics it seems to
display at the university level.
Finally, athletics will be studied as an organization
that stresses and demands a high level of success from the
people involved in its activities.

Probably there ls no

other area ln the university that demands such a high
performance level from both the faculty member and the
student.

The coach must win ln order to get and keep

his/her Job.

The student/athlete must have displayed above

average ability and performance levels in order to be a
member of most university teams.

Can these performance

expectations label the athletic department as a high
performance system?

A review of literature will be

conducted to explore what ls meant by a high performance
system.

II. THE UNIVERSITY: TRADITIONAL VIEWS
One of the most important organizational features that
influence the diversity found ln American universities ls
the environment in which the institution exists.

The

environment includes such things as the relations with other
social institutions, context of financial support, and
formal control.

Because of this encompassing nature, the

environment ls very important in determining the
instltutlon~s decision making process <Baldridge et al,
1977b, p.53).

Meyer and Rowan support the view of the

environment shaping the structure of the organization.
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authors state that universities have become very pluralistic
in nature because they have had to adapt to the complexity
of their environments (1983, p.89).

The Stanford Project on

Academic Governance demonstrated how pluralistic the
American university really has become.

The study found that

universities can be placed in different categories that
reflect different organizational features and different
patterns of professional autonomy for their faculties
<Baldridge et al., 1977b, p.42>.

In supporting this

pluralistic view, McConnell (1976) states that "many
universities were essentially collections of relatively
autonomous professional schools and specialized departments;
these loosely connected parts were 1.n the university but not
Q.f.

the university" (p.277>.

It is because of this extreme

pluralism in the environment of the American university that
causes the organization to be loosely coupled <Meyer et al.,
1983, p.63).

In envisioning the American university as having an
inconsistent, disjointed and pluralistic nature, it ls Kerr
(1976) that has popularized the term "multiversity" to
describe the university's organizational structure.

The

author used this term in order to call attention to a new
view of the university as a multiversity rather than the
older vision of the university as a unified community of
scholars and students (p.277>.
The multiversity ls an inconsistent institution.

It ls

not one community but several- the community of the
undergraduate and the community of the graduate; the

.

··---------- ------------ ------ - - - - - - - - -
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community of the social scientist, and the community of
the scientist; the community of the professional
schools; the community of the professional schools; the
community of all the nonacademic personnel; the
community of the administrators.

Its edges are fuzzy-

it reaches out to alumni, legislators, farmers,
businessmen, who are all related to one or more of
these internal communities <Baldridge, 1971, p.118;
Kerr , 1972, p. 18) •
The multiversity, then, has many publics that identify less
with the university as a whole and more with their own
subgroups or subcultures.

Some examples of subcultures are

faculty, collegiate, and athletes (Kerr, 1972, p.41>.

"It

ls helpful to think of these various groups as political
parties, each with its own special orientations, values and
goals" <Baldridge, 1971, p.122).

Internally, then,

universities contain interdependent subunits which compete
with each other because of their own self-interests
(Serglovanni, 1984, p.6).
The development of these subcultures can be traced to
the intense disciplinary specialization that occurs in the
American university.

As specializations increase, lines of

connection between disciplines become more tenuous.
Specialization, then, fractures the university organization
<Baldridge, 1971, p.120; Bennis, 1976, p.24).

This

fracturing also occurs within the organization~s
communication network.

This ls very important for the

educational institution because it allows it to meet the

...........

---------------------- ---------------------- -
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.demands placed upon lt by its conflicting and inconsistent
environment <Meyer, 1983b, p.191).

The structure of the

organization becomes more complicated as higher levels of
specialization are achieved <Bolman & Deal, 1984, p.37).
Thus, the university seems to experience the same obstacles
to common purpose as most modern organizations encounter.
This lack of common purpose ls due to their complexity and
differentiation.

Therefore, universities have difficulty

establishing common vision of purpose <Harrison, 1984,
p.108).

Probably the most important fact concerning the
fragmentation and complexity that occurs in the multiversity
ls the fact of multiple subcultures within the university.
These subcultures make the governance of the institution
complicated and difficult (Baldridge, 1971, p.122; Clark,
1965, p.237).

Because the governance of the multiversity

must take into account the conflict due to the interaction
of its various parts and subcultures, the power within the
organization ls greatly fractionalized (Kerr, 1972, p.140).
The net effect ls no one ls able to consolidate enough power
to take positive leadership in developing the university
into an integrated organization <McConnell, 1976, p.277).
In fact, Kerr (1972) states that the multiversity is mainly
held together by administrative rules and powered by money
<Kerr, 1972, p.140

&

p.20).

This system of subcultures exists within the social
structure of the university.

The university, though, has

other relationships external to its internal social setting
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(Baldridge, 1971, p.123).

These external relationships

between the universlty~s subsystems and the other
specialized subsystems of the larger external system, to
which the organization belongs, helps define the character
of the organization (Parsons, 1956, p.66).

Thus, the

education organization can be conceptualize d as a subsystem
of the broader social system to which it belongs.

However,

conceptually it must be viewed as a differentiate d subsystem
of the broader social system in which it ls embedded.

This

implies that the institution ls differentiate d from the
broader social system because of the particular functions
that the organization is expected to perform for the general
good of the social system (Abbott, 1975, p.176).
As Meyer and Rowan (1978) state, "modern schools
produce education for eocletv, not for individuals or
families ••• education becomes the central agency defining
personnel ••• for the modern state and economy" (p.92).

The

organization, then, is designed as a technical implement of
society for mobilizing and directing human energies toward
set societal alms (Selznick, 1957, p.5).

Therefore, the

university should be looked upon as an organization that is
biased ln what lt emphasizes and what it values (Olsen,
1979, p.311).
The organizationa l characteristi cs of the American
university ls thus linked to the meaning that society
attaches to university attendance (Kamens, 1977, p.217).
11

•••

the maJor function of colleges and universities is

symbolic- to redefine graduates as possessing special
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qualities or skills ••• thla la done through legitimizing
myths about the quality of education that are validated
by the organizationa l structure of the institution
<Bolman

&

Deal, 1984, p.170).

Additionally, societal specification s emanating from the
environment defines organizationa l structure ln the form of
the categorizatio n of pupils, qualification s of teachers,
size of classes, and so forth <Meyer, Scott
p.62).

&

Deal, 1983,

Therefore, the organizationa l characteristi cs

exhibited by the university are causally linked to the
meaning that society gives to university attendance.

In

fact, to put it more strongly, changes in the societal
produced concept of the student will produce changes in the
organizationa l structure of the educational institution
<Kamens, 1977, p.209).

Bennis (1976) agrees with this when

he states that another way to change an organization ls
through external events which are the forces of society
impinging on the organization (p.90).
It seems, then, that many organizationa l theorists
agree that attention must be given to the relationship
between the university and society.

Clark (1965) supports

this contention when he states that the education system ls
probably the most important single issue in American society
today.

Further, he states that social forces

1n

our modern

society recast education as part of the political and
economic institutions of society Cp.228).

Millet (1962>

feels a college or university cannot very well ignore these
institutions because higher education ls influenced by and
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draws financia l support from various specific areas of
society. These areas of influenc e include religion . the
economy. philanth ropy. and governme nt (p.60).

The financia l

support provided by these groups, in many cases, ls the
differen ce between whether or not certain areas of the
universi ty community receives favorabl e support from the
central universi ty committe e or not.

In this way the

dominate value of the almighty dollar that pervades American
society has begun to dominate the values of the universi ty
itself <Mooney, 1963. p.45).
Thus, powerful external forces appear to be affectin g
the very foundati on of institut ions of higher learning in
the United States today. Baldridg e et al (1977a) concurs
with this opinion and feels that because academic
institut ions are people-p rocessin g organiza tions these
external influenc es cannot be separate d from the universi ty.
Clients with specific needs enter the universi ty helping
bring these forces to bear.

These clients, in form of

interest groups holding conflict ing values with the many of
the stated values of the univers ity, have made their
demands, wishes, and threats known to the facultie s and
adminis trators of individu al institut ions.

Thus, they have

been able to obtain a slgnlflc ant input into the
organiza tional decision making process

(p.4 &

6).

Paradox ically. then, there ls no institut ion in America
that ls more dependen t upon, and more vulnerab le to,
external forces than the universi ty.

Univers ities have

become more polltlcl zed due to their permeab ility to these
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outside forces.

In fact, the author goes on to state, the

higher education organization ls an examp1e of an
institution that has diffused the main purposes for which it
was estab1ished.

This ls the resu1t, he fee1s, of an

increased dependence and pro1iferatlon on externa1 patronage
organizations <Bennis, 1976, p.8-9

&

149).

It ls helpful to think in terms of various "publics"
that bring pressure to bear on the university, that
provide lt with services and support, and that
indirectJy shape its destiny.

As the university

assumes a critical societal role these external
lnf1uences encroach more and more into academic ha11,
always pushing and pu11lng the university toward some
particular image <Baldridge, 1971, p.123).
These specla1lzed groups or publics develop boundary
ro1es in which their principle Job ls to provide a link
between the university and the outside society.
an important one to the university.

The Jink ls

The groups reach out to

world outside the university and provide a gatekeeper ro1e
for the institution.

This, however, creates positions of

power for the Jeaders of these groups.

Therefore, the

leaders become powerful and politlcalJy significantly within
the university because of their role of gatekeepers
<Ba1drldge, 1971, p. 124>.

These specialized groups include

alumni, board of trustees, researchers lnvo1ved with
governmental agencies, foundations, surrounding industries,
and outside athletic interests <Millet, 1962, p.151; Gross
Grambsch, 1974, p.7; Kerr, 1972, p.122).
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Many critical decisions, then, are being influenced
from outside the educational organizations themselves.
These powerful external forces in form of specialized groups
are impinging upon the university on all sides (Baldridge et
al, 1977b, p.54).

Millet (1962) feels that power ls shared

by different constituent groups that come from within and
outside the university.
power Cp.62).

Each group possesses substantial

The ever-increasing role of these outside

groups ln the academic matters of the university ls
gradually wearing down the internal governance structure of
the institution.

As the effective leadership ls weakened,

the power and initiative which was formerly solely within
the university flows even more rapidly to the agencies
outside (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 1982, p.89).
Educational organizations have been able to achieve
success by satisfying these diverse external constituents
and their respective agencies.

Although the actual activity

of the organization ls not disrupted, the external demands
have caused a great deal of adaptation and change (Meyer
Rowan, 1983, p.92).

&

This change and adaptation, though,

need not follow the traditional ideas of organization
theory.

Millet (1962) seems to agree wlth this contention

when he states, "I believe strongly that a college or
university has little if any resemblance to the generalized
conceptions of organization which may be applicable to
certain types of governmental administrative agencies and
certain types of business entitles" (p.27).

·•·--··

-

Further, the

··--·----------------------------------

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

26

author states that colleges and universities are different
from these generalized organizations in institutional
setting, in operation, in purpose, and thus in internal
organization (p.31>.
With academic power and operational responsibilit y
divided and subdivided, again and again, the image of
the university as an integral community progressively
dissipates <Mooney, 1963, p.49)
Because of the very nature of the academic profession
in higher education, the emphasis placed on academic
specializatio n creates within the university a sense of
disciplinary rather than local or community identity
<Millet, 1962, p.70).

Lutz <1982> suggests that this

disciplinary or subsystem identity could possibly been
encouraged by the tradition of academic freedom that ls a
central tenet of the higher education organization.

Given

academic freedom, the subsystem has complete academic
license that many times may lead to the unaccountabi lity of
the subsystems actions (p.667>.

There ls a tendency of

these units in the university organization

11

to exaggerate

the importance of their own contribution and to think of the
whole organization in terms of the goals of the particular
unit" <Gross, 1968a, p.8>.
Historically, academic freedom was one of the most
important goals of the university in America <Gross, 1968b,
p.542>.

But being the complex organization it ls today, the

university does not Just stress this one goal.

The

university has one of the most complex goal structures of

--

·-----------·-----·--·----------·

-------------------
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any modern organization.

Probably unique to the educational

process ls the number of output goals each university
exhibits <Gross. 1968a, p.16; Gross, 1968b, p.526).
Output goals are those goals of the university which.
immediately or ln the future. are reflected in some
product, service, skill or orientation which wilt
effect <and ls intended to affect) society <Gross.
1968a • p • 13) •
These goals involve output to the surrounding society.
They can possibly be best explained in terms of system
linkages.

In this sense, because organizations are

subsystems of society. the output goal of one subsystem
becomes the input of a different subsystem.

Using this

approach necessitates the need to relate organizations to
each other and their surrounding society.

When defining

goals, in this way. individuals within the organization have
limited freedom to set the goals of their organization.
They will be forced to accept what outsiders can be
persuaded to accept <Gross, 1968b, p.520).
Gross and Grambsch <1977) have another interesting
theory of university goals and how they could effect the
power and leadership structure of the institution.

It ls

their contention that certain goals may attract a particular
kind of power holder or make it easier for these people to
achieve certain positions within the university.

If, in

fact, the goal structure helps facilitate the accretion of
power to these people, it could be said that instead of
goals being caused by power holders, goals could cause
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certain kinds of power structures to emerge within an
lnstltutlon Cp.27).
III. THE UNIVERSITY: CONTEMPORARY THEORY
ORGANIZED ANARCHY
An organized anarchy can be characterized by vague and
inconsistent goals or preferences, unclear technology, and
fluid participation (Cohen, March, and Olsen, 1972, p.1;
Cohen

&

Welner,

March, 1974, p.3; Welner, 1979, p.225; Sproul,
&

Wolf, 1978, p.5; Scott, 1981, p.272).

In an

organized anarchy the organization appears to operate with a
number of ill-defined goals that lack a coherent structure
and can be better characterized as a loose collection of
changing ideas.

These goals are usually discovered through

the normal everyday operation of the organization rather
than enacted before the activities begin <Cohen, March
Olsen, 1972, p.1; Cohen

&

March, 1974, p.3).

&

An unclear

technology ls one in which the members do not understand the
processes inherent in what the organization does.

The

organization operates on the basis of the residue of past
experience, simple trial-and-error procedures, and practical
inventions of necessity (Cohen, March
Cohen

&

March, 1974, p.3).

&

Olsen, 1972, p.1;

Because of this unclear

technology, the members of the organization have little
probability of developing or identifying courses of action
that might have an effect on a specific problem (Sproul et
al., 1978, p.5).

Fluid participation occurs when the

participants in the organized anarchy vary the amount of

-•

·-···-·--··

- ··--

----------------------------------
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time and effort they devote to the different domains within
the organization.

The involvement of each individual varies

from one time to another.

This variation in participation

ls a result of the indlvldual having other demands on their
time.

As a result, the boundaries of the organized anarchy

appear to be uncertain and changing <Cohen, March
1972, p.1; Cohen

&

March, 1974, p.3>.

&

Olsen,

Fluid participation,

then, recognizes that because of limited resources of time
and energy individuals both inside and outside the
organization cannot give continuous or stable attention to
particular issues within the organization (Sproul et al.,
1978, p .5).
Other authors have also identified additional
characteristics of an organized anarchy.

Available

organizational resources allow individuals within the
organization to go in different directions without being
controlled or directed by a central authority <Baldridge,
Curtis, Ecker and Riley, 1977a, p.8>.

Therefore, as Cohen

and March <1976) state, it ls a mistake for any participant
within the organization to become absolutely committed to
any one plan (p.270).

Also, despite the organized anarchy's

immediate problems of vague and inconsistent goals, unclear
technology and fluid participation the real subtlety of the
organization ls its ability to continually rearrange and
update its structure without ever having a need for a maJor
redesign <Weick, 1977a, p.41>.
Educational organizations are frequently characterized
as organized anarchies <Cohen, March

&

Olsen, 1972, p.11;

•----~--------------- -------------------

...........
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Padgett, 1980, p.583; Scott, 1981, p.272; Bolman
1984, p.29>.

&

Deal,

"Ot"ganized anat"chy helps capture the spirit of

the confused organizationa l dynamics in academic
institutions: unclear goals, unclear technologies, and
envit"onmental vulnerability " CBaldt"idge et al., 1977a, p.8).
The college Or' univet"sity Ot"ganlzation ls the prototype of
an organized anat"chy.
It does not know what it is doing.
either vague Or' in dispute.
but not understood.

Its goals are

Its technology ls familiar'

Its maJor participants wander in

and out of the organization.

These factors ••• make it a

problem to describe, understand, and lead (Cohen

&

March, 1974, p.3).
Thus, because the univer'sity higher-educat ion organization
ls described as an organized anarchy, each individual in the
univer'sity ls seen as making independent decisions.
Professors decide what ls to be learned.

Legislators and

financial supporters decide what and when to support the
institution.

Resources are allocated by whatever process

emet"ges and without guidance ft"om organizationa l goals.
11

The

declslons 11 of the institution are a consequence of the

system but are controlled by no one (Cohen
p.33).

&

March, 1974,

The goals of educational institutions, then, are

indeterminate ln nature and do not guide or evaluate
individual performance (Weick, 1982a, p.673>.

As Sproul et

al. (1978> state, if goals are measurable in an organized
anarchy they are not usually agreed to; if however they are
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acceptable to all members then they are neither operational
nor measurable Cp.5>.
When an organization's goals are vague, inconsistent,
or ambiguous, the organization and its leaders have
difficulty completelv understanding the nature of the
organizational processes that transform inputs into outputs.
It ls often difficult for the leaders to anticipate which
choices ln the decision making process are important and
which are unimportant (Welner, 1979, p.226>.

Sproul et al.

(1978> suggest that the very meaning of the decisions change
as different problems enter and leave the decision process.
The way these different problems enter and exit the
organized anarchy is as much a function of the emotional
state of the decision-makers and the uncontrolled extern&l
events as lt ls of rational analysis of goals.

In an

organized anarchy, then, the decision-making process aids
the individual and the organization to arrive at socially
generated interpretations of what they are doing and helps
identifv who ls important in the organization (p.5).

This

seems, then, to encourage more ambiguity and difficulties
for the institutional decision makers.
There are, in organized anarchies, five properties of
decision making: low salience, high inertia, garbage can,
overload, weak information base (Cohen
Cohen

&

&

March, 1974, p.206;

March, 1976, p.266-269; Cohen & March, 1983,

pp.343-344; Goodman, 1982, p.33; Olsen, 1979, p.134; Welner,
1979, p.245).

Low salience occurs because most people are

not as interested in the content of the issue but rather in
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its symbolic significance for themselves and the group to
which they belong.

The organized anarchy organization also

has the property of high inertia.

It ls a system that

requires a coordinated effort to start or stop and ls not
likely to be started or stopped.

Thus, high inertia in

organized anarchies make the organizationa l control and
power ambiguous.

The garbage can property of decision

making refers to the fact that any decision can become a
garbage can for any problem.

The issues discussed in

relationship to the decision making process depends less on
the problems or decisions involved and more on the timing of
the coming together of these problems and decisions.
Because of the importance of timing in matching problems and
decisions, the decision making processes of choices and,
thus outcomes, become more separated from the formal process
involved with organizationa l decisions.

In other words, "a

garbage can ls an organization that ls a collection of
choices looking for problems, issues and feelings looking
for decision situations in which they might be aired,
solutions looking for issues to which they might be the
answer, and decision making looking for work" (Cohen, March
&

Olsen, 1972, p.2).
The fourth property of decision making in an organized

anarchy ls overload.
choice.

Overload impairs the processes of

When the system builds up problems beyond its

capabilities for exercising and resolving problems, the
organizationa l decision outcomes tend to become incceaslngly
separated from the formal decision making processes.

The
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fifth property, weak information bases, characterizes an
organization where past events and decisions are not often
retained and information about current activities ls almost
nonexistent.

Decision making in organized anarchies, then,

occurs in an organization that can be characterized by these
properties and by the extreme ambiguity present in
organizational environment <Goodman, 1982, p.33>.
Bolman and Deal (1984) also feel that most
organizations are ambiguous (p.12>.

They state that,

because of the exhibited organizational ambiguity,
individuals within the organization search for meaning,
predictability, and order.
processes, then,

11

The organizational structure and

seC've as myths, C'ituals, and ceremonies

that promote cohesion inside organizations and bond
organizations to their environment" (1984, p.189).

In other

words, the structure and processes try to provide a sense of
order to the individuals that have to exist in this state of
ambiguity.

To Weick C1977a>, ambivalence in organizations

ls the most favorable condition for compromise.

When

something is clear, organizational actors should doubt those
things.

When things are unclear, individuals should treat

them as if they are clear (p.42).
Organizational literature suggests that ambiguity can
be dependent on and can be a function of various aspects of
an organization.

Some theorists suggest that ambiguity may

be a function of the structure of the organization <House &
Rizzo, 1972, p.473; Schuler, 1977, p.67).

Additionally,

Schuler:' (1977) feels that ambiguity may not be the result of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

34
the structure but perhaps the result of the lack of
appropriateness of the structure with the organization's
technology (p.67).

Bolman and Deal (1984) suggests that

ambiguity ls deliberately created in order to avoid conflict
and conceal problems (p.12).
What exactly, then, ls meant by ambiguity?

The term,

as used by March & Olsen, tends to mean four important kinds
of opaqueness in organizations: intention, understanding,
history, and organization.

Ambiguity of intention can be

characterized by inconsistent and ill-defined objectives.
The ambiguity of understanding involves the obscure view of
the causal world that many organizations have.
Organizational ambiguity of history stresses the importance
of the past but it ls not easily interpreted or fixed.
Finally, ambiguity of organization ls the pattern of
uncertain and changing participation in the organization
(1979a, p.12).
Ambiguity ls a major quality of most educational
organization's decision making processes <Cohen
1976, p.263; March
1979b, p.67).
"real" data.

&

Olsen, 1979a, p.12; March

March,

&
&

Olsen,

Academic institutions provide few examples of
They have nothing closely analogous to

production figures of sales and profit (Cohen, 1979, p.195).
Thus, almost any course of action or decision can seem
plausible because of inherent ambiguity that ls basic to the
university's technology and objectives <Cohen
p.182).

&

Marchp 1979,

Additionally, during the decision making process,

dependent upon the subject matter being discussed,
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occurring different groups are represented in the process.
Groups involved in minor decisions are different from the
group involved in maJor decisions <March & Olsen, 1979c,
p.39).
March and Romelaer (1979) offer the following metaphor
in order to illustrate decision making in a university.
Consider a round, sloped, multi-goal soccer field on
which individuals play soccer.

Many different people

(but not everyone> can Join the game <or leave it> at
different times.

Some people can throw balls into the

game or remove them.

Individuals while they are in the

game try to kick whatever ball comes near them in the
direction of goals they like and away from goals that
they wish to avold.

The slope of the field produces a

bias in how the balls fall and what goals are reached,
but the course of a specific decision and actual
outcomes are not easily anticipated (p.276>.
The top decision maker in university-higher education
systems is the institution's president and it ls the
president that must contend with four fundamental
ambiguities:

purpose. In what terms can action be Justified?
What are the goals of the organization?

power. How powerful is the president? What can
he/she accomplish?

experience. What ls learned from events of the
presidency?

How does the president make inferences

about his/her experience?
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success. When ls a president successful?

How does

he assess his pleasures? <Cohen & March, 1974, p.195;
Cohen & March, 1976, p.262).
Ambiguity of purpose occurs in a university where
efforts to specify a set of shared goals, from the actions
or activities of the institution, usually show signs of
inconsistency .

Ambiguity of power is best illustrated by

the presidents of the university and their request to others
to understand the unique situation that they are in.
Although they have the prestige of office, in actuality the
presidents have the countervailin g power of other groups to
contend with.

Ambiguity of experience centers on the world

the president must live ln.

First, because the university

world ls relatively complex, factors that influence
presidential actions are not only uncontrolled but are many
times unobserved.

Second, the academic world ls changing so

fast that despite the speed at which the president gathers
information the situation has the potential for false
learning.

Finally, an administrator knows that he/she has

been successful when promoted to a better Job.

In the case

of the presidency, few individuals are promoted out of the
Job.

If new offers are presented, the best opportunity a

typical president can expect ls a version of administrativ e
semir~tlremen t (Cohen & March, 1974, pp.195-201; Cohen &
March, 1983, pp.333-340).

Although lt ls the President of

the university-hi gher education institutions that must
contend with these four fundamental ambiguities, it is the
entire institution that ls weakened "by the ambiguity of
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goals, by the lack of clarity in technology, and by the
transient character of many participants" <Cohen, March, &
Olsen, 1979, p.25).
University-hi gher education organizations exist in an
environment that ls both ln a constant state of flux and
diverse ln nature.

The need, therefore, for horizontal

communication increases (Bolman

&

Deal, 1984, p.42).

Thus,

at a time when increased communication is needed, the
ambiguity inherent in these organizations seems to cause the
communication within the organization to break down because
the information provided ls either incomplete or ambiguous,
or interpreted in different ways by different people <Bolman
& Deal, 1984, p.12).

Thus, educational organizations

frequently act on incomplete information without being
conscious of all the alternatives <March & Olsen, 1979,
p.54).

Communication is the central phenomena in
organizations .

Cormnunication links members of the

organization together in a variety of ways.

It serves as

the means by which organizations are firmly established in
their environments.

And, it provides a means of

interpreting the inputs and outputs of the organization
(Guetzkow, 1965, p.534).

As Barnard (1939) states, "in an

exhaustive theory of organization, communication would
occupy a central place, because the structure,
extensiveness , and scope of the organization are almost
entirely determined by communication techniques" (p.91).
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Comrnunication ••• can be verbal Coral or written> or
nonverbal <the medium ls the message).

It involves

both content <the overt information transmitted> and
process (the ways and means of transmitting the
message>.

Communication can o~cur along cognitive

<thinking, conceptual>, affective (feeling, emotional>
and behavioral (behaving, doing> channels <Capalle,
1979, p .8).

In an organization, once a pattern of communication has
become established it will effect not only the decision
making processes but will also effect the informal
organizational activities.

The communication network ls

both planned and developed· in response to social functions
and the type of information it ls asked to process.

Within

an organization, it ls most difficult to communicate about
nonstandardlzed objects and intangible objects.

Hence, the

communication system ls most ineffective when it ls asked to
communicate aspects of unclear tasks and problems not yet
well defined <March

&

Simon, 1958, pp.164-168>.

Communication would then seem to be most ineffective or
flawed in an organized anarchy with its unclear tasks or
technology and vague and inconsistent goals.

Weick feels

that this flawed feedback or the inability of various units
within an organization to communicate, ls often the major
source of looseness within the organization (1982b, p.402>.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

39
LOOSE COUPLING
It ls the exhibited looseness or the less tight
coupling of organizationa l parts that Weick (1979) feels ls
one of the main reasons why the concepts of loose coupling
and organized anarchy received so much attention so quickly
from the various academicians studying organizationa l
theories (p.54).

The organized anarchy assumes a loosely

connected organizationa l world <Cohen

&

March, 1974, p.34).

Organized anarchy ls also the governance system of the
loosely coupled organization.

Although by definition an

anarchy ls not a system of government but rather an absence
of government, a organized anarchy is a negation, a term
indicating that no one in the organization is accountable
<Lutz, 1982, p.656).

Lutz (1982) further states that

loosely coupled organizations and organized anarchies are
also better able to adapt to their environments because they
permit more flexibility in the behavior of their structural
subsystems.

The basic assumption of loose coupling and

organized anarchy, then, ls that the other organizationa l
models and theories fall to account for many of the
behaviors observed in organizations (p.653).
Could the causation of ambiguity and loose coupling in
organized anarchies, then, suggest that there are different
subsystems or substructures all functioning under what had
previously thought to be one organizationa l system or
structure?

Weick (1976) seems to suggest that this could

possibly occur in a large system if all of the elements are
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loosely coupled to one another.

Being loosely coupled,

11

the

elements can adJust and modify a local unique contingency
without affecting the whole system ••• the identity,
uniqueness, and separateness of elements ls preserved, the
system potentially can retain a greater number of mutations
and novel solutions" Cp.360-361).
Weick (1974) is also concerned that organizationa l
theorists have not paid enough attention to the possibility
11

that organizations have analogous or variable connections,

flexible framewor:-ks, and sliding bonds" Cp.380).

Loose

coupling exists:
.•• if A affects B <1> suddenly <rather than
continuously) , <2> occasionally <rather than
constantly>, (3) negligibly (rather than
significantly >, C4> indirectly <rather than directly>,
and <5> eventually (rather than immediately).
Connections may appear suddenly.as in the case of a
threshold function; may occur

occasionally, as in the

case of partial reinforcemen t; may be negliglble,u

when there ts a damping down of response between A and
B due to a constant variable; may be indirect, as when
a superintenden t can affect• teacher only by first
affecting a principal; and may occur

eventually, as

when there is a lag between legislator voting behavior
and response by his or her electorate <Weick, 1982b,
p .380 >.

Much of the literature that discusses loose coupling
suggests that the structural features of organizations can
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vary independently of processes and of outcomes <Scott
Meyer, 1983, p.149)

&

It ls this independent or nonratlonal

aspect of loose coupling that indicates why people cannot
predict what happens within their organization <Weick,
1982b, p.380).

Weick <1976) further states that loose

coupling can occur either in one system or two separate
systems.

If some parts of one system are weak compared to

other parts within the same system or if two systems are
Joined by a few connnon or weak common parts, then it can be
said that the systems are loosely coupled.

What loose

coupling means ls that if the parts or variables of a system
are disturbed, the disturbance will either be limited or
will take a long period of time to effect the other parts of
the system or the effects on the system will be weak
<p.358).

In other words, the system ls said to have

structural looseness <Weick, 1979, p.186).
It appears, then, that a loosely coupled organization
has many characteristi cs:
1.

A loosely coupled system ls not a defective system.

It ls a solution to constant environmental change <Weick,
1982b, p.405).

Additionally, lt ls the loose ties ln the

organization that allows the individuals to successfully
cope with serious change in the environment (p.378).

In

fact, the more open the system ls the harder it ls to
distinguish the system from its environment <Scott, 1981,
p.50).

Thus, although a loosely coupled system has less

necessity for maJor change, if in fact large scale change
becomes a necessity it ls more difficult to achieve because

.. -·-··-· ·-·····--··· ··-· · · • - · - · - · · - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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of the inherent looseness within the organization (Weick,
1982b, p.387).

Rubin (1983) supports this when she states

that looseness buffers the system from short-term change but
hinders the organization from determining and coordinating
response to internal and external environmental stresses
(p.200).
2.

In loose coupling the structural elements seem to

be very adaptive for the organization.

(Scott, 1981, p.50).

Loose coupling allows the system to adapt opportunistic ally
to small changes in a diverse and segmented environment
(Scott, 1981, p.248; Weick, 1979, p.120; Weick, 1982a,
p.674; Weick ,1982b, p.387).

Moreover, the adaptation that

occurs ls one of localized adaptation.

The problems, that

develop in one unit and that cause this local adaptation,
are sealed off from affecting the other units of the
organization.

This allows for the rest of the organization

to perform in a stable manner <Weick, 1976, p.360; Weick,
1982a, p.674).

While the organization may thus contain new

solutions for the problems inherent in the adaption, the
very structure of loose coupling stops these mutations from
being diffused throughout the entire system (Valli, 1978,
p.361).
3.

Loose coupling in systems adds to the stability of

the entire organization by allowing the system to persist
<Glassman, 1973, p.83; Weick, 1979, p.111; Weick, 1983,
p.21).

Although the system faces variables that normally

would disturb the behavior of a system, the weak ties that
are inherent in a loosely coupled system promote and
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insulate the system from continual minor changes to events
<Weick, 1979, p.112).

While loose coupling may promote

persistence, it is not selective in what ls perpetuated.
Thus, "archaic traditions as well as improvisation s may be
perpetuated" <Weick, 1976, p. 360).
4.

Change in a loosely coupled system ls continuous,

small scale, improvisation al, accommodative , and local.
Change diffuses slowly through the loosely coupled system
allowing the components of the system to create their own
solutions or die <Weick, 1982b, p.390).

The current state

of the system ls the result of continuous change that moves
the system away from some original state.

The direction of

the change need not be toward orderliness (Weick, 1979,
p.120).

Therefore, centralized change seldom reaches the

different parts of the loosely coupled system (Weick, 1982b,
p. 398).

5.

Differential participation ls common in a loosely

coupled system <Weick, 1982b, p.398>.
states,

11

As Pfeffer (1978)

organlzations are loosely coupled, ln pai:-t because

few participants are constantly involved or care about every
dimension of the organlzatlon" s operation" (p.37).
6.

Confidence in the structural elements ln a loosely

coupled system allows an organization to continue its dally
routines wlthln a decoupled structure.

This confidence ls

maintained through three practices: avoidance, discretion,
and overlooking (Weick, 1982b, p.392).
7.

Linkages in an organization can be described as

either tightly or loosely coupled.

Coupling defines the
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nature of the connectedness between the units of the
organization.

It also refers to the degree to which events

that are occurring in one section of the organization can be
felt by other parts of the system (Stern, 1979, p.245).
Because the type of coupling ls loose, there is an absence
of tight and rigid connections among the various parts of
the organization.

Organizationally, because of the

looseness, it can be assumed that parts of the system are
capable of autonomous functions (Scott, 1981, p.53).
8.

Loosely coupled systems are viewed as "interlocked

behaviors".

This allows the individuals within the system

to have a great latitude in interpreting and implementing
orders <Scott, 1981, p.118).

One reason why we call this

structure a loosely coupled system ls that people in the
system are interdependent.

But, these ties or

interdependencies are different than in other forms of
organizations.

They are weaker, mo~e unpredictable, and

more intermittent <Weick, 1982a, p.676).

Thus,

11

loose

coupling ••• (is) anything that may be tied together either
weakly of infrequently or slowly or with minimal
interdependence <Weick, March 1976, p.360).
9.

Leadership, in a loosely coupled system is diffused

rather than concentrated.

In order to be effective in such

a system, the educational administrator must make use of
symbolic management to tie the system together (Weick,
1982a, p.675).
10.

Different people, in a loosely coupled system,

have different goals.

The goals that exist are developed to
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satisfy local circumstances <Weick, 1982a, p.676>.

Weick

<1976> states that loose coupling provides the organization
with sensitive sensing mechanism to local environments.
These independent sensing elements know their environments
better because they have fewer externally constrained,
independent parts (p.360).
11.

The relationship among the various work groups in

an organization ls also effected by the looseness of the
system <Scott, 1981, p.108>.

In fact, Ouchi (1978) states

that the idea of loose coupling becomes quite plausible when
the organizationa l hierarchy is not thought to be based on
authority but rather grounded in the ideas of an ordered set
of units or work groups resting within larger units within
the organization (p.265>.

Weick <1979) feels that these

small units are important to understanding the maJor
workings of the organization (p.236>.
maintains loose coupling

One way a system

ls by having subsystems tightly

coupled by the common variables they share <Glassman, 1973,
p.84

&

91).

IV. THE UNIVERSITY AS AN ORGANIZATION
Organizationa l researchers of higher education
institutions have accepted the loose coupling model and the
organized anarchy theory as accurate descriptions of
universities and colleges in the United States <Bennis,
1976, p.26; Bolman & Deal, 1984, p.220; Cohen & March, 1976,
p.263; Lutz, December 1982, p.653; Meyer

&

Rowan, 1978, p79;

Serglovannl, 1984, p.4; Sproul et al., 1978, p.6; Weick,
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1982a, p.673).

Two most conunon coupling mechanisms in

organizations are the technical core of the organization and
the authority of office.

Neither of these mechanisms are

prominent in institutions of higher education found in the
United States <Weick. March 1976. p.359).

Loose coupling in

educational organizations, then, means that the structure of
the organization ls detached from the technical activity and
its effects.

Thus, the loose coupling of the technical or

instructional activity within the university permits groups,
both inside and outside the institution, to perceive that
they have more power in the instructional activities of the
organization than in other policy decisions.

It also

permits education organizations to closely adhere to the
ritual categories of education but offer little control or
coordination over instructional activities <Meyer

&

Rowan,

1983, pp.71-94; Scott, 1981, p.255; Weick, March 1976,
p.354).
Consider, then, the ways that universities and colleges
are loosely coupled with their lnstltutlonal activities of
evaluation, curriculum and technology, and authority.

The

actual work of teaching in the university takes place in the
i so I at l on of the l ndl v l dua 1 c 1assrooms 1ocated through,:,ut
the inst i tut l on.

Not on 1y are the c 1assrooms effect. l ve 1y

removed from organizational controls but the teaching that
is occurring ls not really subJect to inspection or
evaluation.

Thus, the professor ls relatively hidden from

administrators and fellow educators and, therefore, free to
use broad discretionary powers within the confines of

--- ----

-

----------------------------- -----------------------------
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his/her classroom.

Also, missing from the education

institution ls a guide describing the teaching technology to
be followed or a detailed instructional program.

Finally,

administrators of these institutions have little direct
authority over the instructional work being accomplished
<Bidwell, 1965, p.975; Meyer, 1983a, p.239; Meyer
1978, p.81; Meyer

&

&

Rowan,

Rowan, 1983, p.73).

Even though, in an overall sense, educational
organizations are characterized by lack of control and loose
coupling, universities may exhibit some very tightly
organized parts which may be completely bureaucratic, while
at the same time keeping communities of self-governing
academicians.

These communities or groups are not

necessarily entirely without relationship to each other.
Some of these groups may be connected into recognizable or
meaningful groups or departments.

11

The various departments

concerned with physical health, for example, express their
unity in their proximate physical location ••• other
clusters ••• having buildlngs ••• such as engineering" <Gross
Grambsch, 1974, p.6).

&

A college or university may have

difficulty proving that their graduates have been well
taught but may well be able to show that its cafeteria
service ls cost-effective <Bolman

&

Deal, 1984, p.149).

Tight coupling, then, does occur within the educational
organization.

It usually occurs when the organization tries

to maintain its agreed upon function of defining the
societal myths surrounding the institutional rules for
higher education.

These rules define the ritual
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classificatio ns: teacher. student. curricular topic, and
type of school.

There are various levels of teachers:

elementary, high school and college.

Each level has its own

specification s, categories of specialists. and credentials.

Student classificatio ns are tightly controlled.

Students

are separated by level or grade, units or programs
completed, maJor area of specializatio n, and by special
abilities.
topics.

Each institution has its own set of curricular

These topics are organized ln the university and

assigned to professors, students, space, and funds.
Finally, the professors, students, and topics are arranged
lnto formal units by a precise and very elaborate set of
rules (Meyer & Rowan, 1978, p.84; Meyer
Weick, 1982a, p.673>.

&

Rowan, 1983, p.76;

Tight coupling also occurs between

the educational organization and lts environment.

While,

universities are characterized as loosely coupled systems,
its ls their conformity to broad institutional rules

(e.g.

accreditation > that links the institution to the environment
(Meyer, 1983a, p.239; Meyer, 1983b, p.183).

Although linked tightly to certain aspects of their
environments, lt ls the university's inherent looseness that
allows the organization to respond more effectively than
tightly coupled organizations to the surrounding environment
pressures and changes (Meyer
Rowan, 1983, p.93).

&

Rowan, 1978, p.105; Meyer

&

This more sensitive response to the

environment may in fact be due to the loosely coupled nature
of the organization, allowing the separate units within the
institution to pursue contradictory and unrelated programs.
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It ls these programs that make the university more
responsive to its environment <Meyer, Scott, & Deal, 1983,
p.59).

Weick (1982a) feels that there ls a risk involved in

the loosely coupled system as that individuals within the
organization become captives of local groups because of the
organizations response to the environment.

Thus, the system

can make increasing accommodat.lon s to the personal interests
of outside groups undercutting the educational alms of the
organization.

He states, though, that this ls many times

more formative than substantive.

In actuality, the

educational organization becomes buffered, and therefore
unmodified, from the community because of its
characteristi cs of loose coupling (p.673-676).

Thus,

decoupling seems to be very effective for organizations that
are located in environments that impose conflicting
requirements of it <Scott, 1981, p.256).

THE EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATION AND THE ENVIRONMENT
Educational organizations are highly responsive to their
local environments and the demands that these environments
make upon them.

The organization attempts to retain a high

level of support and legitimacy by linking itself with the
surrounding community.

The institution ls constantly

creating and renewing elements that will further reinforce
this linking process (Meyer et al., 1983, p.55).

Meyer and

Rowan <1978 & 1983) feel that educational organizations are
more responsive because they are buffered from their own
internal technical activity.

This environmental position
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allows internal and external constituent groups to perceive
that they have more power ln the institution than is true in
constituent groups in other types of organizations (p.105;
p.93).

It ls these external forces that Baldridge (1977>

states that can make revolutionary changes in the
organization (p.129).
But education organizations do not Just respond to
local environments.

Like most organizations they are

embedded in a much larger system of environmental
relationships.

Five of the most commonly observed levels of

organizational unit development are: national or society
wide offices and associations, regional or multistate
agencies and associations, state offices and associations,
area wide district offices and councils, and local units and
branch offices.

Interestingly, Scott and Meyer <1983)

further feel that organizations carrying out those
activities at the local level would become more complex
organizations because they reflect their more complex
environments (pp.142-150>.
Bennis and Nannus (1985) have tried to clarify the
complex environment of modern organizations.

They have

divided the organizational environment into primary and
secondary environments.

It ls their contention that

11

the

organization itself chooses all of the primary environments
and many of the secondary environments with which it must
deal ••• In fact, the positioning decisions of an organization
are very much concerned with the design of an appropriate
nlche 11 (p.158).

An analysis of academic governance in the
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higher education system of the United States seems to
support this contention of the organization choosing its
environment.
There are many different institutional forms, different
sets of environmental pressures, different professional
configurations, and different goals ••• examples ••• maJor
universities, community colleges, medical schools,
technical schools, institutions with graduate schools,
liberal arts colleges, massive multlversities,
proprietary business schools <Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker,
&

Riley, 1977b, p.42>.

Diversity, then, seems to be the earmark of modern
higher education organizations.

This diversity has not been

Just identified between organizations but has also been
increasing within institutions.

Perhaps the increased size

of universities have been the main reason for the increased
internal diversity <Baldridge et al, 1977b, p.47>.

Meyer

and Rowan (1983> seem to feel that the diversity seen ls
because that part of an organization can respond relatively
independently to its environment Cp.94>.

In a study

reported by Scott (1981>, it was found that the structure of
an organization was altered by creating separate departments
to confront the diversity in the environment.

It was also

found that the more differentiated the organization's
departments were, the more likely conflicts and
disagreements would develop and the more difficult it was to
integrate and coordinate the work (p.247).
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Although there have been a few theorists that have
taken specific note of organizational environment. most
organizational theorists have spent little time or attention
studving the relations between organizations and their
environments (Baldridge. 1971. p.124).

There have been a

few that have proposed theories or models that try to more
clearly bring together the organizational behavior and
structure the environment.

The social-learning theory model

states that the changing external environment and the
specific institutional environment are prime determinants of
the behaviors that cause effective school performance
<Martinko & Gardner. 1984, p.145).

The natural selection

model emphasizes that the social organizations move toward a
better flt with their environment.

This environmental

perspective, then. posits that the factors in the
environment chooses those organizational characteristics
that best flt the environment (Aldrich & Pfeffer. 1976.
p.79).

The resource dependence model proposes that

organizations are not able to internally produce all the
resources or functions required to maintain themselves.
Therefore. they must embark into relations and transactions
with the environment to supplv these needed resources and
services <Aldrich & Pfeffer. 1976. p.83).

Scott & Meyer

<1983) propose an alternate version of the
interorganlzational field model.

The organizational field

model stresses horizontal connections among groups of
organizations in a limited geographic area.

These authors

propose that contemporary organizations are connected to and
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affected by connections that emphasize vertical and
extralocal relationships among organizations (p.131).
Finally. both ln the closed and open systems view of
organizations the systems are seen as encountering the
environment at their boundaries <Meyer
Mever

&

Rowan, 1983, p.96).

&

Rowan. 1978. p.109;

The organization ls seen as

having a continuous series of relationships between the
organization and its environment.

Basic to this approach

are the ideas of suprasystem and subsystem <Abbott. 1975,
p.176).
Scott <1983) feels that it ls necessary to distinguish
three classes of elements in order to make a useful
assessment of organizational environments: network,
cultural, and historical elements.

Organizations are

affected by the structure of the relationships of
interorganizational systems and by the societal system with
in which they are located.

These relational connections

between organizations consist of network elements expressed
as flows or linkages and are best described by their shared
participants.

The historical elements help increase

organizational understanding by calling attention to the
relevance of past events ln order to better comprehend the
present and future of the organization.

The author

differentiates between three environmental levels:
lnterorganizational field, socletal, world-system contexts.
Further. Scott <1983) states that the social and
cultural environment of an organization can shape the
organizational activities and structures as significantly as
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its technological environment.

Stogdlll (1971) takes this

concept even further, when he states that when considering
organizational form and purpose, the social environment must
be considered a far more influential force than the physical
environment (p.41).

Therefore, organizations can be

regarded as an exchange agent of the environment.

However,

the author concedes that educational organizations seem to
make more of an impact on its social system than the other
way around (p.44>.

Evan (1971> states that because the

organization ls embedded in an environment it ls in
actuality a subsystem of the social system of society
(p.175>.

It ls this very unique social position of

educational organizations that would make it very difficult
to shield their activities from their environment.
Educational organizations are organizations that are easily
penetrated by their environments <Meyer et al, 1983, p.41).
The environmental factor, then, is the relationship between
the clients of education and the organization itself
(Carlson, 1975, p.188).
The author has examined both traditional and
contemporary organizational theory and the relationship of
these theories to universities.

Now review of literature

will turn to athletics and examine both its place and role
in the American university.
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V. ATHLETICS IN THE UNIVERSITY
Only in America has sport become an important part of
the university structure.

In most countries around the

world, athletics forms a very small part of the activities
of the educational system <Chu, 1982, p.53; Sage, 1970,
p.54>.

In this country, though, college athletics have

evolved from an institution that was universally opposed by
educators in the nineteenth century to one that was
tolerated as a necessary evil to a final stage at the turn
of this century where it was recognized that athletics was
something special and should be established as part of a
comprehensive university program <Cozens, 1970, p.65>.
Given it special status within the curriculum, the American
higher educational system has sponsored an intensive program
of spectator sports to explicitly train athletes for higher
levels of competition <Naison, 1980, p.30).
Athletics, as a distinctly American institution, was
incorporated into the formal structure of the university.
Chu (1982) feels that this was the result of the diverse
opinions that historically evolved concerning what ls the
proper curricula, programs, and resource acquisition
procedures appropriate for a university (p.56).

Scott

(1971) states, that the unique place that athletics has
attained within the higher education system ls because it ls
the only activity that serves as a basis of community on the
individual campuses Cp.169).

Whatever the cause for its

incorporation, lacking a clear understanding of what exactly
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higher education is trying to accomplish, the development of
a winning athletic program has become an important formal
concern of universities <Chu. 1982, p.64>.
In the

1980 ✓ s,

scientific research and mass

entertainment in sports have strengthened the dependency of
maJor universities on public resources.

Regardless of the

institutions educational mission, universities have
experienced financial constraints that have induced them to
respond to the market forces inherent in American society.
As a result, the relationship between the university and the
economic system has been fundamentally changed <Hart-Nibbrlg
&

Cottingham, 1986, p.XII

&

76>.

Thus, this unclear

understanding of the purpose of higher education has lead
the business-minded leadership of the universities to use
athletics as a financial survival mechanism.

Lack of

guaranteed funding and other needed resources have forced
business managers to look for other areas that might
generate needed income.

The enlargement of the athletic

department offerings was one such vehicle for the
acquisition of needed resources.

The acquisition of funds

and students through the intercollegiate athletic program
may be seen as a diversification of the business of the
university into new market areas within the American economy
<Chu, 1982, p.53 & 65 & 64).
Key sports events give a university opportunities to
gain political resources.

In connection with such

events a university president may establish or
strengthen ties to local politicians, businessmen,
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alumni, and other contacts in the community ••• As the
university nurtures these contacts vla sports events,
the distinction between the universlty~s values and
corporate values diminishes, with the result that
university and the business world become interdependent
(Hart-Nlbbrlg

&

Cottingham, 1986, p.75).

Thus, the interdependency between business and higher
education has developed a new athleticism centered on
business values and embedded into a new production system
that has the capacity to penetrate the surrounding society.
Hart-Nlbbrlg and Cottingham (1986) use the term corporate
athleticism to refer to the influence of business values on
this new athletic system (p.14

&

1>.

Corporate athleticism ls the product of the
decentralized administrative structures in the universities
and aggressive, commercially oriented athletic departments.
Without these weak decentralized structures high power
athletic departments could not have developed.

However,

corporate athleticism does not constitute an institutional
distortion of the American higher education system.

On the

contrary, this form of university athletics ls the
culmination of commercial trends that have been present in
the university for a long period of time (Hart-Nibbrig
Cottingham, 1986, p.115

&

&

116).

Perhaps, though, the most significant change in
athletics at the collegiate level ls that there ls a new
system with even stronger links to political and social
forces outside the university.

This new corporate form ls
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both inside and outside the university.

Because of this

relationship, collegiate sports are no longer subject to or
really controlled by those amateur norms historically
connected to higher education and collegiate athletics
(Hart-Nlbbrig & Cottingham, 1986, p.XII & 15).

Being

subject to these new social and business norms and forming
strong relationships outside the university structure,
perhaps athletics has developed new and unique
organizational structures in response to these
nontraditional pressures.
Although not going as far as saying that athletic
departments have developed new organizational structures
some authors have definitely referred to athletic
organizations within the university as being so far from the
educational framework that they remain not only functionally
separate but are entities unto themselves (Hart-Nibbrig

&

Cottingham, 1986, p.10; Mathews, 1972, p.420; Wolf, 1972,
p.449).

In most cases, institutions following the
semiprofessional model have developed administrative
structures "separated" from the traditional academic
organization of the university •.• <this)
"semi-autonomous" character ••• gives athletic directors
easy and special access to educational administrators
directly responsible for the financial futures of the
athletic departments; and needless to say, it allows
for coordination and planning of presidential
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strategies and athletic department interests
<Hart-Nibbrig

&

Cottingham, 1986, p.56)

Thus, it seems, the decentralized organizational structure
inherent in the university helped facilitate the emergence
of this new form of athletics by allowing subunits within
the organizational structure substantial administrative
autonomy.
This administrative autonomy has allowed various
subunits of the university to carry out specialized
educational missions through developing relationships with
outside groups.

These relationships with commercial,

government, industrial and others have also been encouraged
by the financial pressures due to the shrinking resource
base of the university.

Though many academic departments or

units have developed various types of relationships with
groups outside the university, it ls the athletic department
that has political autonomy that far exceeds the autonomy
that can be achieved by the more traditional academic units
of the university <Hart-Nibbrlg

&

Cottingham, 1986, p.9).

Beside providing political clout to the athletic
department, these outside groups provide needed resources
for the sports program.

In 1969, the average contribution

to athletic programs ln higher education amounted to 5% of
the athletic department's budget.
represented 11% of the budget.

In 1981, contributions

Few institutions would be

able to break even if these contributions were not given in
support of their athletic budgets. But, those that provide
these resources assume an informal control of institution's
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athletic departments.

Thus, colleges and universities have

given control of their athletic programs to groups outside
the university <Hart-Nibbrig

&

Cottingham, 1986, p.60>.

Although varied in make up, these outside groups form
quasi-institu tional interests that can be identified by
their own individual interests: parents, fans, alumni and
boosters.

In most instances, it ls the booster groups and

their organizations that are the most influential.

Booster

clubs reinforce the link between alumni and their school.
They also provide a way, vicariously, for school supporters
to develop contact with the institution of their choice.
Perhaps, though, the most important link the booster
organization provides ls the link between the athletic
programs of the university and the business interests
outside.

Thus, athletics at the university ls inextricably

linked to this business system <Frederickson , 1969, p.95;
Hart-Nlbbrig

&

Cottingham, 1986, p.78 & 82 & 90

&

112; Sabo,

1980, p.76).

One group that can be said to have quasi-institu tional
interest but ls not linked to the booster groups ls the
National Collegiate Athletic Association <NCAA>.

The

universities used the NCAA to achieve their economic and
athletic goals.

In return, American colleges and

universities give the NCAA control over major internal
functions (Stern, 1979, p.263).
In effect, the NCAA enabled universities to integrate
college sports into a new system of cultural production
and mass entertainment by helping them to amass

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

61
financial resources and to distribute such resources
among NCAA member institutions <Hart-Nlbbrig, 1986,
p.99).

Originally, the NCAA was not interested ln amassing
financial resources or controlling mass entertainment.

The

NCAA can trace its beginning to the administration of
Theodore Roosevelt.

In 1905, President Roosevelt called

representatives of Harvard, Yale and Princeton to the White
House to discuss what could be done to stop the serious
deaths and lnJuries that were occurring ln the game of
college football.

Thus, although competition ls at the

center of American society, it was far from the minds of the
founders of the NCAA <Falla, 1981, p.203 & 176>.
In the beginning, the NCAA membership was mainly made
up of scholars and educators.

As an organization, then, it

stressed high academic standards for institutions.

For the

athletes the NCAA stressed the pursuit of a full schedule of
academic work <Falla, 1981, p.143).

By 1918, the NCAA began

to broaden its involvement in collegiate sports and in the
internal organizational structure of its members.

For

example, the Association passed the following resolution
during its 13th convention:
••• that every college and university, the Department of
Physical Training and Athletics should be recognized as
a department of collegiate instruction, directly
responsible to the college or university administration
.•• a corollary to which ls the suggestion that coaches
be made year-around staff or faculty members ••• llft
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athletics (to) ••• the level of cocurricular activity
<Falla. 1981, p.55).

This involvement transformed the NCAA from a loose
confederation of voluntary university members into a control
agent that dominated intercollegiate athletics (Stern, 1979,
p.242).
By 1951, the control that the NCAA exerted over

intercollegiate athletics became more formally established.
A cartel agreement was granted that gave the NCAA the
authority to enforce rules of amateurism over its member
colleges <Stern,1979, p.242; Stern, 1981, p.17).

As a

private regulatory system, the NCAA established itself as a
control agent in order to maintain and produce standards of
performance, to alter competition, to control entry, and to
prevent government intervention. It also directed
championship events and television coverage of its contests.
The revenue generated from these activities ls allocated by
the NCAA according to association bylaws <Stern, 1981, p17).
It was also in the
11

1950 ✓ s

that the NCAA began to do

more to communicate to the general public and to the

college community the full impact of intercollegiate
athletlcs 11 <Falla, 1981, p.222).

It was the NCAA's Job to

communicate to the public the perception that college
athletics retained important values inherent in an amateur
activity: fairness, honesty, and discipiine (Hart-Nibbrlg &
Cottingham, 1986, p.96).

Trying to maintain its commitment

to amateur athletics and at the same time fulfill the needs
of those institutions that wanted to increase their
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grants-in-aids to its student-athletes, in 1973 the NCAA
completed a final alignment of conferences.

It showed that

237 of its member institutions chose to be in Division I,
194 choosing Division II, and 233 choosing Division III
(Falla, 1981, p.233).
The first real crack ln the control exerted by the NCAA
over collegiate athletics occurred in 1981 when 63 large
football playing institutions Joined together and formed the
College Football Association CCFA).

The purpose of this new

association was to get a larger share of the television
money that their teams were generating.

In response, the

NCAA held a special convention and split Division I into
Division I-A (for the football powers) and Division I-AA
(Smith, 1984, p.H-1).

As Wolf (1972) had suggested, this

action shows how the NCAA ls controlled and run by the
athletic departments of the big-time sports institutions.
This ls true even though the majority of the membership of
the NCAA ls made up of small schools which operate on a
limited or nonathletic scholarship basis (p.448).
Although many groups have tried to challenge the
authority of the NCAA to control collegiate athletics, the
NCAA has been successful in meeting the challenge.

The

federal government, as an outside interest group, both has
protected and challenged the

NCAA ✓ s

athletics at the collegiate level.

right to control
As stated previously,

the very idea for a national organization was instituted by
the executive branch of the federal government.

By 1919,

the federal government again stepped in to protect

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

64
collegiate athletics.

It revised the recently passed

revenue laws in order to abolish the Federal tax on
admlsslon to fntercol legiate contests <Falla, 1981, p.204>.
Again in 1954, this exemption was reinforced when President
Dwight D. Eisenhower signed a new Federal excise tax bill
providing for a new Federal admissions tax:
The Federal admissions tax shall not apply in the case
of any athletic event between educational institutions
held during the regular athletic season for such event,
if the proceeds therefrom insure excluslvely to the
benefit of such instltutions <Falla, 1981, p.207>.
Again in 1962, the NCAA received additional government
protection and support when the United Stated Senate enacted
a law making it a Federal offense to offer a bribe in order
to influence the outcome of an athletic contest <Falla,
1981, p.208).

This mutual and supportive relationship between the
federal government and the colleges continued into the
1960~s and 1970~s.

One of the strongest bills to be passed

during this period averted the competition from either
filmed or Jive professional football on any Saturday during
the collegiate football season.

Interestingly , the

committee reasons for pushing passage of the legislation
went beyond the simple task of eliminating competition
between two groups of football antagonists.

11

It is

particularly gratifying to the Television Committee •.• to
note this undeniable evidence of realization by the Congress
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of the United States that college football ls an asset to
the countr-y war-r-ant i ng pr-eser-vat l on" ( Fa l 1a, 1981, p .113).
In 1981, individual members of the NCAA tur-ned to
another- branch of the Feder-al gover-nment to challenge to
right of the association to control what they believed was
their right to negotiate their own institution's television
contracts.

The University of Georgia and University of

Oklahoma sued the NCAA because it prohibited individual
schools from negotiating.

At stake, if the suit was to be

won by these schools, were contacts between the NCAA and ABC
and CBS television networks worth some $263.5-million over
four years.

The courts ruled that the NCAA restrictions

constituted an illegal monopoly (Vance, 1984, p.27).
Although it has been only in recent years that the NCAA
has been able to generate large amounts of revenue,
throughout most of its history the NCAA's strength was not
in the wealth lt generated but rather in the influence it
was able to exert.

It took forty-one years (1906-1947) for-

the Association's gener-al revenue to exceed $100,000.
Beginning in the 1950s and through the 1970s, the NCAA saw
an ever-accelerating flow of revenue.

In 1967 the

Association's general revenue exceeded the $500,000 mark.
Four years later (1971) NCAA revenues topped the
mark for the first time.

$1-milllon

After seventy-five year-s, what

would have sur-prised the founders most ls that only one
percent of the $22,429,000 ln the NCAA's annual budget came
from member-s dues (Falla, 1981, p.217 & 288).

-------------- -----------···- --··-·-··-····
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The previously discussed historical data suggests that
one of the main reasons the NCAA was able to increase its
dominance over intercollegiate athletics and control the
ever increasing revenues was because of system coupling.
The critical issue in respect to system coupling was the
degree in which the NCAA was able to monitor and control the
athletic programs of its member schools.

Coupling ls varied

due to the mechanisms the Association used to attempt to
influence the athletic programs of it members.

Loose

coupling occurred due to the Associations policy of local
autonomy.

Because of local autonomy, the NCAA was not only

able to reduce the cost of administrating its programs but
also needed little coordination of them.

Unaffiliated

schools were linked to this network only by following the
NCAA rules of play for all the contests they conducted.
With respect to system coupling, the power that the NCAA
exerted emerged through the tightening of network linkages.
An example of this tight coupling ls the enforcement
procedures involving rule violations.

These decisions

represented the extreme tightening of the athletic network,
and gave the NCAA a formalized dominant position (Stern,
1979, p. 254-255).

The NCAA retained the symbolic vestiges of amateurism,
and the norms of amateurism, helped legitimize the
transformation of college sports far beyond its amateur
foundations •.• A whole series of NCAA actionsredshirtlng, more competitive recruiting, more athletic
scholarships, weak enforcement procedures, the passage
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of freshman eligibility, and the acceptable lax
standards for athletes- all helped university sports
programs to give greater scope to dynamic market forces
CHart-Nibbrlg

&

Cottingham, 1986, p.97).

Also aiding the influence of the market forces on the
athletic programs was the weak and ill-defined charter of
American higher education.

Without a strong consensus from

the American people, the purpose of the university was open
to the needs and desires of America's institutions of higher
learning and their constituents.
not a written document.
understanding.

This charter, though, was

Rather, it was an informal

It told the people what they should expect

from the entity known as a college or university.

The

charter was the result of contemporary and historical
attitudes, values, goals, and dreams of society.

Because of

society and this weak charter, an atmosphere was created
that allowed radically different programs to be incorporated
into the academic structures of the universities <Chu, 1982,
p.54).

VI. ATHLETICS IN AMERICA
••• sport teams as small social systems can be viewed as
microcosms of larger social systems, including society
itself.

They present in miniature such societal

features as division of labor, a code of ethics, a
government, means of cormnunication, prestige rankings,
ideologies, myths, and even religious practices (Loy,
1972, p.79).

---·-··-··-···-----

----------------------------------------
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The scientific inquiry of the sociology of sport ls a
fairly recent addition to those experts who study American
society ( Daniels, 1969, p.13).
different levels of society.

Sports permeates the many

It influences such elements of

contemporary society as status, business life, race
relations, clothing styles, automotive design, the concept
of hero, ethical values, and language.

For better or for

worse, athletics gives the very form and substance to much
in modern American life (Edwards, 1976, p.21).

Chu (1982)

feels that it ls through sport that present day culture can
possibly socialize its diverse population to accept the same
norms of thought and behavior (p.63).
Culture ls learned.

The learning takes place through

the encountering of new experiences (Schein, 1985, p.8).
ls through sport that this learning takes place.

It

Sports and

athletics are activities that belong with the arts of
humanity.

They are the expressions of human life.

In this

sense, sports and athletics are as fundamental a form of
expression as music, poetry, and painting.

They are the

very essence of social cooperation (Daniels, 1969, p.15;
Erbach, 1969, p.30; Frederickson, 1969, p.92).
Hart-Nlbbrlg

&

Cottingham (1986) state that, as a

cultural norm of modern society, athleticism grows out of
the need to experience decisive outcomes.

Because of the

complexity inherent in contemporary society, sports ls one
of the few social domains in which conflict can produce
closure.

In an athletic contest the rules are such that

there are clearly established winners and losers.

-----------

There ls

-·---------·-------------- --------------------------
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no compromise.

It ls striving for and achieving success.

Success, as measured by winning, has deep roots ln American
society (p.98).
Cultural analysis of a society ls a matter of
determining the interconnecti ons and independencie s that
exist within the society <Weick, 1977, p.212).

Beside being

able to produce decisive outcomes. other authors feel that
athletics also provides other interconnecti ons and
independencle s within American culture.

Chu (1982) states

that intercollegia te sport ls a necessary unifying vehicle
because of the diversity inherent in the American population
(p.63).

Beisser (1970) asserts that sports are one of the

last places where physical aggression has an established
location in our culture.

Through sports, the aggression so

applauded by present day society ls able to be channelled
into accepted behavior patterns Cp.241).

Frederickson

(1969) feels that any cursory review of sports and their
place in the culture of man will reveal their importance of
ritual within their structure.

As an example he gives the

singing of the Star-Spangled Banner before athletic contests
as an attempt to attribute some intensely nationalistic omen
to the event Cp.95).
Other researchers go one step further in feeling that
sport should not only be viewed as just providing
interconnecti ons and interdependen cies for society but
should also be seen as a subculture or social system within
American culture.

As a subculture, sport may be

characterized by a distinguishin g pattern of values and
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norms, a collective identity, a set of rules, and having an
implicit ideology CLoy

&

1972, p.70; Phillips

Schafer, 1976, p.128).

&

Kenyon, 1969a, p.349; Luschen,
Sport, then,

is primarily a cultural product (Frederickson, 1969, p.90).
In this sense, intercollegiate sports not only connects the
university to mass society but also to the evolving culture
and values of that mass society CHart-Nibbrig
1986, p.83>.

&

Cottingham,

Thus, to truly understand sport as a

subculture lt ls necessary to grasp its relationships to the
surrounding and dominant culture <Ylnger, 1960, p.629).
Culture has played a significant role ln the development
of intercollegiate sports in the United States.

Athletics

has been influenced most directly by two historical
traditions that are embedded within American culture: the
British tradition of sports which emphasizes the use of
sport to inculcate athletes with moral character and the
Spartan tradition which uses sport as a preparation for the
military <Scott, 1971, p.175).
There ls no question about the effect which various
aspects of WWI had on sports in schooJs and colleges
during the years between World Wars I and II.

The

emphasis placed upon sports as a most valuable
preparation for conditioning and morale of soldiers,
the tremendous spectator interest developed in France
as a result of the sports competition placed before the
armed forces during and after WWI, the indignation of
the people at home ln regard to the physical unfitness
of draftees- aJl of these became pressures in American
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culture to set the stage for the great boom in sports
participation and interest which developed in the
nineteen-twenties (Cozens, 1970, p.70).
Owing to this increased interest, a public demand was
created that lead to the erection of huge stadiums on the
campuses of many American universities.

In fact, during the

depression a considerable share of WPA and PWA funds were
used on erecting athletic sports facilities- gymnasiums,
tennis courts, swimming pools, and athletic fields.

By

1937, $75,000,000 had been spent on these projects <Cozens,
1970, p.710).
Two classes of institutions emerged from this growth
period.
schools.

The first was known as the university division
These colleges had more students. commanded more

resources, and had a greater need to win.

This need was

caused by the necessity of attracting the revenue brought by
fans watching winning teams and the success that ensued.
The other division included those colleges that wanted to
win but had fewer athletes.

These institutions hoped to

attract good athletes but wished to participate in athletics
for the values obtained through competition rather than for
the revenue they could produce (Stern, 1979, p.250).
These approaches worked beautifully until the post-WWII
sports hysteria that began to make itself felt on certain
athletic programs.

It was at this time that football became

central to the generation of revenue for those universities
that wished to pursue winning as their primary goal.

As

these institutions competed for an increase share of the

--·•·•·················-·

....

···-···-·····--·-·--··-----------------------
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financial resources they soon discovered that there were not
enough good athletes to go around.

The market force of

supply and demand entered into the picture and the whole
intercollegiate athletic system was thrown lnto turmoil.
As Galllco (1970) states,

11

the puzzle still remains as

to why the universities, reputedly the fountain-head of the
country's ethlcs. brains, and culture, were unable to meet
these new conditions as honestly and successfully as they
had met other not dissimilar problems" (p.112).

Thus, on

one level, intercollegiate athletics was perceived as an
educational endeavor because of its location in American
colleges and universities and on the other lt was indirectly
and directly influenced by specialized economic and
political interests< Hart-Nibbrig

&

Cottingham, 1986,

p.82).
In the 1960's and 1970's many universities granted
substantial control of their sports programs to their own
semiautonomous athletic departments.

Therefore, these

institutions allowed well organized interest groups to
control the direction that these department began to take
(Hart-Nibbrig

&

Cottingham, 1986, p.97).

In the 1980's,

American universities crossed another institutional
threshold in respect to athletics.

They became less

insulated from a greater variety of cultural forces.

If

Hart-Nibbrig and Cottingham (1986) are correct with this
analysis, the multifunctional role of the university will be
enlarged.

Thus, the market forces introduced a new system

of stratification.

This stratification is caused by the
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connection between the sports markets and the university.
The authors argue that universities have internalized market
criteria through the role specialization of the
student-athlete and through the corporate athletic
infrastructure being institutionalized within the university
(p.112).
To declare that sport, during the present century, has
become a cultural phenomenon of great magnitude and
complexity ls an affirmation of the obvious ••• Its scope
ls awesome; nearly everyone has become involved in some
way, even if only vicariously.

As a business

enterprise alone it represents an annual expenditure by
the American public of over &20 billion <Loy & Kenyon,
1 969b , p . 36 ) .

Thus, a variety of economic and social events occurred
within the American culture which created an environment
that influenced the development of intercollegiate athletics
and its athletic network.

Because of the changes in the

environment, two general effects arose which influenced the
athletic network development.

The most obvious was the

increased interdependence caused by technological changes,
increasing affluence, government, and public interest in
intercollegiate athletics.

Second, the effect of

environment on the nation~s colleges and universities.
These factors altered the very nature of collegiate
athletics in this country <Stern, 1979, p.248

&

250).

The technological changes within the environment
centered around the increased effect of the mass media in
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this country.

As Snyder (1976> states, "sport ls so much a

part of the cultural air through mass media and conversation
that one cannot be totally insulated from its influence"
(p.5).

Athletics in present day mass society functions as

an integrating symbol for American culture.

Sport, as

presented on teJevislon, ls not only an integrating symbol
but is also a life-giving symbol.

Since traditional symbols

have lost much of their content in many of the advanced
industrial societies like the United States, athletics has
become a more clear symbol of mass culture <Hart-Nibbrig &
Cottingham, 1986, p.49).
This symbolic relationship between athletics and mass
media can be best illustrated by the large amount of air
time devoted to sport on American television <Sabro, 1980,
p.162>.

Because of this media blitz, television, not higher

education in the United States, is the ultimate producer of
intercollegiate athletics.

Television, therefore, creates

the perceptions that define athletic standards.

In fact,

television even seems to make it difficult for viewers to
discern the difference between myth and reality.
one of the few areas ln
Jlfe (Hart-Nlbbrig

people ✓ s

& Cottingham,

Sports ls

lives where heroes come to
1986, p.34

& 48).

A highly decentralized sports system of massive scope
ls now evolving in the United States. It ls a total
sports system, characterized by top-to-bottom
integration of the corporate television system and
intermediary social structures.

The sports television

market induces a l'l in termed! ary structures-
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universities. boosters, and highly competitive
families- to serve market ends <Hart-Nibbrig &
Cottingham, 1986, p.13).
As previously discussed in this review, hugh amounts of
money have been generated for the athletic departments due
to their television contracts.

The increased revenue and

affluence for the participating programs and their
institutions have been caused by the environment.

Thus, the

environmental change modified intercollegiate athletics.
In retrospect, Hart-Nibbrig and Cottingham (1986) feel
as institutional affluence increased, presidential control
over the individual school's athletic program steadily
weakened and athletic interests increased their resistance
to that control (p.94).

Farrell <September, 1984) also

states that much of the blame for the current rules
violations must be placed on television and the large
amounts of money lt pays schools with winning teams Cp.29>.
Whether this effect television has had on intercollegiate
athletics will change ls doubtful.

It has been estimated

that 90% of future revenue will be generated by
intercollegiate teams competing on television (Hart-Nibbrig
&

Cottingham, 1986, p.69).
Another environmental change was the effect of the

government on the athletic programs in higher education.

As

previously discussed, the government has played a protective
and influential role in the creation and development of the
NCAA and intercollegiate athletics.

Recently, however, the

federal government interventions have provided institutions
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with blg-tlme programs a mechanism for loosening the
independent power of the NCAA that the government had helped
to create.

These dominant schools do not want to follow

NCAA guidelines and share their revenue with less wealthy
schools.

With a favorable ruling from the Judicial branch

of the Federal Government, it was ruled that revenue from
activities such as televised contests are outside the NCAA
controls (Stern, 1981, p.27).

Local governments have also

aided in changing athletics by the extensive bidding that
now goes on for the privilege of some city hosting a top
NCAA championship.

As an example, the city of Denver

pledged $557,500 worth of improvements to its municipal
sports arena if it was able to hold the 1989 Basketball
Championships (San Diego Union, 1984, p.D-11).
Public interests ls probably at the bottom of many of
the environmental changes brought about in intercollegia te
athletics.

Sports occupy a unique position in American

culture ln that they are an accepted social activity
regardless of social class (Beisser, 1970, p.242).
Athletics fascinate the American public.

In order to

satisfy this public interest most daily newspapers devote
more space to athletics than they do to art, books,
education, television, or theater <Boyle, 1970, p.42).
Goodhart and Chataway <1968) state that this increased
national passion for sport can be seen as a commentary on
the inadequacy of modern society.

Because millions of

people are not involved with the present-day society in
which they live and work, they achieve some level of
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satisfaction by passionately identifying with the
participants of some sport ritual.

The authors further feel

that as work becomes less satisfying the ranks of these
spectators are sure to grow (p.156).

As the average person

increases their interest and excitement for sport, sport
approaches a religion in the United States today (Scott,
1971 , p • 170 ) •
It is not merely li.kJt a religlon ••• sport can and does
provide its followers everything that traditional
religions have provided over the centuries ••• many of
the trappings of religion that sports has, such as
myths, legends, and rltuals ••• Sport can be used to
teach values such as honesty, fair play, compassion,
and dlscipllne ••• lt ls not Just a parallel that ls
emerging between sport and religion, but rather a

complete identity.

Sport is religion for a growing

number of Americans <Vance, 1984, p.25).
Other authors also feel that athletics nave achieved a
status of a religion to many people in America today.

Vance

(1984) acknowledges that sport ls not necessarily a religion
to all people.

It is a religion, though, to those

spectators and athletes that rely on sports to aid them to
feel the ultimate experience; and, whose lives, attitudes,
personal relationships, and values are radically changed by
this experience (p.26).

Edwards (1976) also states that

sport provides the ultimate experience for its followers.
However, he feels that although sport ls strongly marked by,
"nonutilltarlan loyalties and commitments, by much
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ritualized or ceremonial behavior, by expressive symbolism.
and ideological creeds ••• sport ls essentially a secular,
quasl-rellglous institution" <p.21).
One of the strongest symbols in collegiate athletics
today is the concept of amateurism.

Although it no longer

plays any real part in college sports, the American public
retains a strong symbolic attachment to the concept that
college contests have not been changed by the commercial
values that surround lt.

In other words. amateurism softens

the commercial edges of intercollegiate athletics
<Hart-Nibbrlg

&

Cottingham. 1986, p.108).

This, then, ls the environment that surrounds the
university and its sports program.

Therefore, as an

organization the university ls subJected to a great variety
of cultural constraints.

Stodgill (1971) states that

because of these constraints imposed by the cultural
environment, the purpose and structure of the organization
may be determined by the culture in which the organization
ls a part.

Members take outside societal values and bring

them into the organization.

The organization creates at

least some minimum change in these values before they are
returned to the surrounding environment <p.49).

It seems,

then, that the environment created by American culture may
not only change the collegiate athletics program but the
university in which it ls located.
One example of environmental change is the effect of
having an athletic program on the prestige of university
itself.

It is clear that the more highly visible and
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successful the institution's athletic program ls the more
prestige the university ls perceived in having (Mccurdy,
1984>.

Winning and success then, seems, to become as

important as other more academic activities in providing the
aura of prestige for an institution.

Winning teams also

provide an activity that helps the general public identify
with the university (Hart-Nlbbrig

&

Cottingham, 1986, p.97).

Winning programs are also more financially secure programs
(Vance, September 1984, p.30).
After all, the theory behind the system ls that
successful (translate: winning) teams, especially in
the revenue producing sports of football and
basketball, can do all kinds of wondrous things for the
institution of higher learning. Winning teams can mean
increases in gate receipts, television contracts,
alumni donations, university budgets and community
acceptance.

In such a system, winning ls

necessary ••• (Wolf, 1972, p.449).
This ambivalence between educational prestige and winning is
probably one of the main cultural legacies that seems not to
be able to be resolved to everyone's satisfaction.

It

represents, though, the country's own ambivalence toward how
lt feels about high-powered collegiate athletics CGiamattl,
1981, p.81).

Another example of environmental change, ls the effect
of external institutions, like business and government, on
the university and its athletic program.

Changing economic

conditions caused by these entitles effect all aspects of
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the American way of life.
exception.

Colleges and universities are no

These institutions are forced to make careful

choices based on change within the surrounding economic
environment.

Examples of these choices are: faculty tenure,

matters of student access, and all resource allocation
issues.

As change quickens within this external economic

environment market forces are integrated within the
university.

Choices for resource allocation are, thus,

based on economic rationality or demand criteria.
Accordingly, as choices for resource allocation are made
within the athletic program, funds are shifted away from the
non moneymaking activities and given to the moneymaking
sports.

Thus, the cultural environment reinforces the

strength of the economic forces in the management of the
sports programs (Hart-Nlbbrig & Cottingham, 1986, p.76>.
Thus, because of culture, business methods have become
an integral part of the way the athletic department conducts
its business.

It was rationalized by the college leadership

that the use of these methods was necessary to not only for
a good public image but in order to pursue success and
excellence (Chu, 1982, p.64>.
In the United States great emphasis ls placed of
"success" and the struggle for status.

Since sport ls

such a prominent feature of American life, and since by
its very nature it represents a struggle for dominance
and physical superiority, it ls not surprising that
sport has become the primary avenue to group status for
the American male ..• Achievers are esteemed, and
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proficlency in sport skills seen as achievement in
America <Sage, 1970, p.121).
Success and excellence in sport focuses attention upon
the presentation of high-quality performance.

The quality

of performance ls as much a social concern as an
lnstltutional concern.

A system of shared values oriented

to both the institution of athletics and the larger society
combine to attract and keep widespread public interest and
attention <Edwards, 1976, p.210).

Because of this societal

need to see who is really the best, numerous performance
measures exist.

The one directly comparable measure of the

performance of major competitors is the national ranking
system (Stern, 1981, p.22).
The cultural induced focus on excellence has brought
about other changes within the athletic organization and its
programs.

Hoffman and Stein (1980) found that the demand

for high-level performance is so pronounced that many
athletes will play with great pain, risking further serious
injury (p.70).

The search for excellence has also affected

the coaching profession.

Although in the past coaches were

part of the regular university faculty, they now have been
removed from this institutional structure.
hired for one purpose- to win.

The coach is

If the coach does not

produce a winning team he/she will be fired (Gallico, 1970,
p.120).
It seems, then, that the only acceptable solutions for
sports performance ls excellence as demonstrated by a high
level of success.

The value placed on success, excellence,
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and the competitive nature of athletics seems to be a
reflection of basic values inherent in American society.
Sport ls an American social institution which has the
primary functions of disseminating and reinforcing values
and behavior and determining acceptable solutions in the
secular sphere of Jlfe.

"Hence, an attack upon sport

constitutes an attack upon the society ltself ••• this
interpretation ls affirmed by persons supportive and
critical of the functioning of sport in America" (Edwards,
1976, p.21).

VII. EXCELLENCE AND HIGH PERFORMANCE
Although excellence and high performance are basic to
any discussion on athletics both within American culture and
within the American university, these issues have rarely
been addressed by any study completed on American
institutions of higher education.

In the business world,

though, researchers have begun to study high performance and
excellence as characteristics of some companies.

Two models

have been developed involving high-performance.
The first model has been developed by Vaill (1982

&

1984).

This model illustrates the High-Performance System

Model.

Vaill has defined high-performance systems as any

organization or group that meets one of the following
criteria:
1.

They are performing excellently against a

known external standard.
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2.

They are performing excellently against what

is assumed to be their potential level of performance.
3.

They are performing excellently relative to

where they were at some earlier point in time.
4.

They are Judged qualitatively by informed

observers to be doing substantially better than other
comparable systems.
5.

They are doing whatever they do with

significantly fewer resources than it ls assumed are
needed to do what they do.
6.

They are perceived as exemplars of the way to

do whatever they do, and thus become a source of ideas
and inspiration for others.
7.

They are perceived to fulfill at a high level

the ideas of the culture within which they exist.
8.

They are the only organizations who have been

able to do what they do at all, even though it might
seem that what they do ls not that difficult or

mysterious a thing <Vaill, 1984, p.86).
Vaill found that the high-performance systems <HPS>
have the following characteristics:
1.

HPSs are clear on their broad purposes and on

nearer term obJectives for fulfilling these purposes.
2.

Commitment to these purposes is never

perfunctory although lt ls often expressed laconically.
Motivation as usually conceived ls always high.
3.

Teamwork in HPSs ls focused on the task.

4.

Leadership in HPSs ls strong and clear.
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5.

HPSs are fertile sources of inventions and new

methods within the scope of the task they have defined
and within the form they have chosen.
6.

HPSs are clearly bounded from their

environments, and a considerable amount of energy,
particularly on the part of leaders, ls usually devoted
to malntalnlng these• boundaries.
7.

Proposition (6) leads to another consistent

finding, that ls that HPSs are often seen as a
"problem" by entities ln their environment, even
entitles which have a great deal of power over them.
8.

Above all, HPSs are systems which have Jelled,

even though the phenomenon ls very difficult to talk
about <Valli. 1984, pp.86-88).
The second model, ls the High Performance Progrannning
<HPP> model.

This model illustrates how an organization can

be transformed into a high-performing system.

The author

uses the term programming to highlight the fact that past
implicit and explicit operating instructions of the system
directly effect the present performance of the system
<Nelson, 1984, p.226>.
While these models involve high performance as the
central theoretical bases, implicit within each model ls the
theorists ✓

view that excellence ln performance ls a standard

feature of high performing systems.

Although Peters and

Waterman (1982> did not study high performance per se, they
dld study excellence ln companies that far outperformed
their underachieving competitors.

The authors focused their
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attention on the relationship between a company's culture
and performance.

The results of the study supported the

authors' contention that excellent companies produce results
through their strong, cohesive cultures.

They found eight

attributes that characterized excellent and high-performi ng
companies:
1.

A bias for action, for getting on with it.

2.

Close to the customer.

These companies learn

from the people they serve.
3.

Autonomy and entrepreneurs hip.

The innovative

companies foster many leaders and many innovators
throughout the organization.
4.

Productivity through people.

The excellent

companies treat the rank and file as the root source of
quality and productivity gain.
5.

Hands-on, value driven ••• the basic philosophy

of an organization has far more to do with its
achievements that do technological or economic
resources, organizationa l structure, innovation and
timing.
6.

Stick to the knitting ••• Never acquire a

business you don't know how to run.
7.

Simple form, lean staff ••. The underlying

structural forms and systems in the excellent companies
are elegantly simple.
8.

Top-level staffs are lean •••

Simultaneous loose-tight properties.

The

excellent companies are both centralized and
decentralized (p.14-15).
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Excellence and high performance appear to go
hand-in-hand.

Va111~s definition for high performing

systems seems to support this contention.
systems

High-performa nce

refers to "human systems that perform at levels of

excellence far beyond those of comparable systems" <Vaill,
1984, p.85

&

1982, p.24).

In high-performa nce systems, this

focus on excellence ls achieved by identifying new
potentials and avenues of opportunity.

To accomplish this a

high energy level within the organization frees the human
spirit to new levels of productivity.

To the outsider this

high level of energy appears, often times, to be chaotic and
frenetic.

Yet, to the people within the high-performa nce

system everything seems quite normal <Nelson, 1984,
p.236-238).

Harrison (1984) states that studies of

high-performi ng people, such as athletes, managers,
researchers, suggest this energy can be characterized as a
power of thought (p.104).
Other authors have also suggested other characteristi cs
of high-performi ng organizations .

Bennis and Nannus (1985)

state that these organizations try to learn as much as they
can concerning their changing environment.

By learning as

much as possible the organization can develop a sense of
purpose, direction, and desired future state (p.213).
Lawrence (1967) feels that high-performi ng organizations
come closer than their less effective competitors in meeting
the demands of their environment.

The author, also, states

that high-performi ng organizations have many similarities in
the way in which they resolve conflict.

In the three
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organizations that Lawrence studied, the organizational mode
of behavior used to resolve conflict relied heavily on open
confrontation and open discussion which led to the optimal
solution <p.134 & 146).

Harrison (1984) warns, however,

that high-performing organizations may have inhumanities.
The author suggests that these organizations can burn people
out, control private lives, ostracize those who do not share
the common purpose and are frequently ruthless in all forms
of dealings with those outside the organization (p.100).
Peters and Austin (1985) note that fine performance in an
organization occurs when the people at all levels pay close
attention to organization~s values, environment, and
communication network and then develop skills that will help
them make a contribution to the company.

The authors go on

to state that this recasts the detached manager into an
enthusiastic, dedicated coach (p.325).
Nelson (1984) feels that it ls this attention and
curiosity about the potentials of the organization and the
people in it that provides the maJor clue about the nature
of high-performing organizations and high-performing
leaders.

The kind of leadership required in this type of

organization ls what the author terms holistic •
•••

11

hollstic, 11 because high-performing leaders

appreciate the larger roles played by their
organizations as instruments of change in adjacent and
higher systems in the environment.

They look not only

into their own organizations to help develop their
potentials and that of their people, but to the outside
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as well .•• they use their organizations to make
contributions to the human communities and the culture
in which they reside (p.237-238).
It ls from this holistic understanding of the organization
that the leaders make their choices about the

organizatlon ✓ s

mission and purpose (Nelson, 1984, p.157).
VIII. THE ATHLETIC DILEMMA: HIGH PERFORMING SYSTEM OR
ANARCHY?

The University ls an organization that has been
characterized as an organized anarchy and a loosely coupled
system but ln reality has defied classificatio n in terms of
any particular model (Gross

&

Grambsch, 1974, p.5).

Cohen,

March, and Olsen (1972) acknowledge that the theory of
organized anarchy describes a portion of an organizations
activities but not all of them (p.1).

Baldridge et al

(1977a) state that by identifying the university
organization as an organized anarchy suggests more confusion
and conflict than really exist.

The authors suggest that

the term organized anarchy refers to specific organizationa l
characteristi cs rather than to the entire university
community (p.8).
The difficulty in identifying the university seems to
be caused by the great amount of ambiguity that most
educational organizations exhibit.

Bolman and Deal (1984)

feel that the greatest amount of ambiguity may be exhibited
where multiple cultures intersect (p.238).

Perhaps the key

to understanding and explaining this demonstrated ambiguity
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of university and collegiate organizations ls to identify
the multiple cultures included within the institutions?
Organizations have distinct cultures <Bolman & Deal,
1984, p.29).

Not enough attention, though, has been given

to the possibility that organizations and groups within a
society may also develop their own distinguishin g cultures.
Schein (1985) asserts that in order to understand these
organizationa l cultures correctly we must "understand why
organizations do some of the things they do and why leaders
have some of the difficulties that they have 11 (p.3).

Schein

also states that the best way to accomplish this greater
understanding ls through empirical research:
Whether or not a given company has a single culture in
addition to various subcultures then becomes an
empirical question to be answered by locating stable
groups within the company and determining the shared
experiences of the members of the total organization.
One may well find that there are several cultures
operating within the larger social unit called the
company or the organization: a managerial culture,
various occupationall y based cultures in functional
units, group cultures based on geographical proximity,
worker cultures based on shared hierarchical
experiences, and so on (Schein, 1985, p.7).
Perhaps, to better understand the University as an
organization ls to have research focus, as Schein suggests,
on locating a stable group within the organization that
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perhaps demonstrates its own distinctive cultural
characteristics.
Individuals within the higher education organization
are usually grouped by common interest; for example,
departments, colleges and schools, and university agencies
(Millet, 1962, p.76).
11

The links between these parts are

typically loose, so that each level performs its own

activities and ls substantially disconnected from the other
levels 11 <Bolman

&

Deal, 1984, p.34).

Hart-Nibbrlg and

Cottingham (1986> state that because of the type of
organizational connections between the various parts of the
university the institution can adjust easily to market
demands Cp.115).

Increasing market pressures, though, makes

the governance of colleges and universities more vulnerable
to their environments (Baldridge et al., 1977a, p.19>.
Current research identifies the environment as one of the
most powerful factors in influencing the structure of an
organization <Bolman

&

Deal, 1984, p.43>.

As the

environment changes so does the formal structure of the
organization <Meyer

&

Rowan, 1983, p.95>.

Baldridge (1971)

states that educational organizations cannot react to all
facets of their environments.

Therefore, the organization

relates to the environment through the small groups within
the education institution (p.128>.
Using this perspective, Hart-Nibbrig and Cottingham
(1986> suggest that institutionalized political economy of
athletics illustrates the environmental pressures of the
external environment.

·-··-·

It is the authors belief that the

·-··----·-··--·•----------------------------
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university sports program ls more directly linked to the
values of television and the mass-appeal of sports, than to
the academic valuee of the university.

It ls the search for

the entertainment dollar and the success that must precede
it that ls the driving force of athletics in most
institutions of higher learning <p.115

&

9).

The questions posed by this research are, whether the
two models that view the organizations as being an
ambiguous, loosely coupled organization and as high
performance systems are incompatible?

Or, can a high

performance system exist within an ambiguous, loosely
coupled system?

In order to investigate these questions,

various areas of the literature were reviewed: the
traditional view of the university, the contemporary view of
the university: organized anarchy and loose coupling, the
university as an organization, the educational organization
and the environment, athletics in the university, athletics
in America, excellence and high performance, and the
athletic dilemma: high performing system or anarchy?

Given

this problem has been identified and a review of literature
was completed, it ls necessary now that this problem be
examined empirically.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The methodology selected to investigate an example of a
perceived high-performance system ls the case study.

This

chapter contains a description of the methods and procedures
used to conduct the case study.

The information ts

presented under the following topics: the Case Study;
Limitations of the Case Study Method; Limitations of the
Study; the Sample; Interviews; Data Gathering; and Data
Analysis.
THE CASE STUDY
In its simplest form,

11

the case study involves an

investigator who makes a detailed examination of a single
subject or group or phenomenon" <Borg

&

Gall, 1983, p.488>.

Simon goes beyond this simple definition of a case study
when he states that:
case study ••• Cis the> method of choice when you
want to obtain a wealth of detail about your
subJect ••• appropriate when you are trying to find clues
and ideas for further research .•• ln this respect, it
serves a purpose similar to the clue-providing function
of expert opinion (1969, p.276).
92
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Yin (1984) supports much of what Simon states in his
definition of a case study but elaborates on the definition
by suggesting that a case study ls a distinctive form of
empirical research that:
-investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its
real-life context; when
-the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not
clearly evident; and in which
-multiple sources of evidence are used (p.23).
The case study, though, does not have to be limited to
a person, an enterprise, or a particular happening.

It can

be a study of any bounded system that ls of interest to the
researcher-- an institution, a responsibilit y, a collection,
a program or a population <Stake, 1983, p.283).
The real value of using the case study method ls that
case studies have the potential for generating meaningful
subjective data that can aid the researcher in the
development of theory and empirically testable hypotheses
<Borg

&

Gall, 1983, p.489).

In fact, Yin (1984) states that

one of the main rational for selecting a single-case rather
than a multiple-case design ls that a single-case study can
be used as a critical test for developing significant theory
(p.42).
Other reasons for using a case study as a research
method are: it can provide an important way to explain the
causal links in real-life situations; it ls a way to
investigate an empirical subject by following preset
procedures or questions; and, it allows the inquiry to
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retain meaningful characteristics from actual events (Yin,
1984, p.25 & 14).

Case studies, then, can be the beginning

for the study of new areas in the organizational, social,
political, and individual occurrences <Simon, 1969, p.52;
Yin, 1984, p.14).

Most case studies exhibit the following

characteristics:
••• more suited to expansionist than reductionist
pursults ••• proliferates rather than narrows •.• attends
to the idiosyncratic more than to the pervasive •.• adds
to existing experience and humanistic understanding
<Stake, 1983, p.284).

LIMITATIONS OF THE CASE STUDY METHOD
Stake <1978) believes that case studies are useful in
humanistic understanding because they are not only
interesting to read but get down to the basics in the study
of human affairs.

He acknowledges, though, that case

studies are in some instances not suitable for
generalizations (p.7).

This is the most common criticism of

the case study approach to research-- generalizability.
Borg and Gall (1983) support this view when they state that
it ls risky to draw any general conclusions from a single
case study.

They acknowledge that there is no way of the

researcher knowing how typical the case really ls (p.488)
Yin (1984) acknowledges that although the question of
generalizability ls not a simple one to answer he suggests
that:
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••• case studies, like experiments, are generalizable to
theoretical propositions and not to populations or
universes.

In this sense, the case study, like the

experiment, does not represent a

11

sample 11

,

and the

lnvestlgator 1 s goal ls to expand and generalize
theories (analytic generalization> and not enumerate
frequencies (statistical generalization> (p.21).
Other limitations that have been voiced concerning the
use of the case study method.

One of these ls that a case

study takes too long and results ln a research report that,
because of lts size, becomes almost unreadable.

Another

criticism ls the lack of rigor in the research because of
sloppy and biased methodology on the investigators part
(Yin, 1984, p.21).
However, the disadvantages of the case study method may
become secondary to the advantage of increased
understanding:
When the alms are understanding, extension of
experience, and increase in conviction in that which ls
known, the disadvantage (of the case study)
disappears ••• the knowledge (that ls gathered) ls a form
of ••• naturalistic generalization, arrived at by
recognizing the similarities of objects and issues in
and out of context and by sensing the natural
covarlatlons of happenings.

To generalize this way ls

to be both intuitive and empirical ••• (Stake, 1983,
p.281-282)
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LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
<1> It ls assumed that the organizational theories of
organized anarchy and loose coupling, accurately represent
the university-higher education organization.
<2> The size of the student body of the university
selected will not be limited to any particular size.
Therefore the size of the selected student population might
not reflect an average size of an institution of higher
learning.
<3> In order to eliminate the increased stress on
performance, professionalism, and the generation of funds
that can be found in most NCAA Division I and II programs
and that therefore could possibly skew the results of this
research, the study involves one university-higher education
organization representing an NCAA Division III institution.
Therefore, this will eliminate from the study a
representative sample of an NCAA Division I and II
institution.

THE SAMPLE
The University of California, San Diego (UCSD> Athletic
Department was selected for this study.

This university was

selected because it was an accessible Division III
institution and, because of its collegiate, university type
atmosphere, would least likely exhibit high performance
characteristics and more likely exhibit characteristics
inherent in organized anarchies and loosely coupled systems.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

97

The other criteria used for the selection of this
institutio n were:
<1> A four-year college or university that has an
intercolle giate athletic program associated with the
National Collegiate Athletic Associatio n.
(2) A Division III institutio n as defined by the
National Collegiate Athletic Associatio n
(3) An athletic department that must be a separate
department within the organizati onal structure of the
university .
(4) The athletic director must have headed the
athletic department of the institutio n for at least two
years.
Criteria used to decide which teams, coaches, and
athletes were selected to be interviewe d for the study are:
<1> Five

men ✓ s

teams and five women's teams were

selected using a stratified random sampling method.
(2) Only teams with a head coach that have been at
UCSD for at least two years could be used as part of
the sample.
<3> Three athletes from each team were selected
using a random sampling method.
A total of forty-one subjects were selected to be
interviewe d: the Athletic Director, five head coaches of
men ✓ s

teams, five head coaches of

women ✓ s

teams, and thirty

athletes from these respective teams.
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENT
A guide. designed by the researcher, was used during
the interview portion of this research.
questions.

It

consisted of 34

Each of these questions were designed to reflect

a specific criteria and/or characteristic of a high
performance system as defined by Vaill.

These questions

were used to investigate the athletic department at the
University of California, San Diego to see if in fact it
could be defined as a high performance system. <See Appendix
A for a copy of the questions in the interview guide.>
INTERVIEWS
Data were gathered through individual interviews with
the researcher serving as the interviewer.

Each interview

was semi-structured and used the focused interview approach.
The purpose of using the focused interview technique was:
••• in a focused interview the limits of relevance are
largely self-defined for the interviewee by prior
analysis of the situation in which subjects have been
involved .•• Equipped in advance with an analysis of the
situation the interviewer can readily distinguish the
objective facts of the case from the subjective
definitions of the situation .•• developing an

interview

guide. setting forth the major areas of inquiry and the
hypotheses which provide criteria of relevance for the
data to be obtained in the interview <Merton, Fiske,
Kendall, 1956, p.3-4>.
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The interviews were scheduled for a two-hour period for
~ach of the individual coaches and the Athletic Director and
a one-hour period for each of the individual athletes.

Each

of the interviews gathered such descriptive data on the
interviewee as sex, length of time with the UCSD. and length
of time involved with athletics at the UCSD.

The interviews

focused on the subjects' perceived goals and purposes of the
institution's athletic department and areas involved in the
criteria and characteristics of high-performing systems.

~s

suggested, by Merton. Fiske, and Kendall (1956) the
questions that provided a guide to the interview related to
eliciting significant types of responses concerning the
criteria and characteristics of high-performing systems
(p.43).

The subjects were encouraged to relate their

perceptions about the performance of the athletic department
and/or their individual teams and athletic directors
performance.
During the interviews tape recordings were made.

It

was decided to use tape recordings because they "provide a
more accurate rendition of any interview than any other
method" CYin, 1984, p.85).

Also, as Torbert (1981) states:

Such records •.. Cas> tape-recordings •.• allow
participants or other interested persons to find post
hoc clues about what else besides the defined variables
and the presupposed explanations was going on in a
given situation Cp.149).
After the interviews were completed. the interviewer
transcribed these interviews from the tapes onto a data
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sheet.

(See Appendix B for a copy of the data sheet.>

As

Borg and Gall state, " the use of recordings ••• permits both
qualitative and quantitative data" (1983, p.491>.

In order,

therefore, to verify the accuracy of the transcriptions that
the researcher recorded from these tapes, every fifth tape
was reviewed by an independent party.

Dr. Barbara Blourock,

who has been Dean of Counselling at Southwestern College in
Chula Vista, California, and expert in the interview
process, provided this needed task in order to insure both
acceptable reliability and internal validity for the study.
DATA GATHERING
Additional printed material was gathered to supplement
the information collected during the interview process.

See

Appendix C and D for a copy of the regional and national
championships that the UCSD's athletic teams participated in
or won during the school years 1984-85 (Before this study
was conducted.> and 1985-86 (During the time this study was
being completed>.

Appendix E contains a copy of an

significant article from the University's newspaper.
DATA ANALYSIS
Most case studies are based on the premise that a
case can be located that ls typical of many other
cases, that ls, the case is viewed as an example of a
class of events or a group of individuals (Borg & Gall,
1983, p.488-489).
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The data for this study contained the reactions and
perceptions of the team members, coaches, and the Athletic
Director concerning the teams and the athletic department
and their relationship to the higher-education organization,
the University of California, San Diego.
The following procedure was followed in the data
analysis:
(1) Each of the taped interviews was transcribed onto
specially developed record sheets. <See Appendix B for copy
of the data sheet.)
<2> Each item was analyzed as to whether or not the
response elicited from the various subjects did in fact
reflect one of the criteria or characteristics of a high
performance system.
(3) Each question was further analyzed to find the most
significant words in the response in relationship to the
question asked.

These significant words were recorded on

the Response Analysis Form. <See Appendix F for copy of this
form.)
(4) Each of these significant word responses was
analyzed to see whether or not the response was in agreement
with the response given by the Athletic Director.
percent level of agreement was established.

A 70

It was decided

that a 60 percent level of agreement was too low while an 80
percent or higher level of agreement was too unrealistic.
Each question had to achieve a 70 percent agreement between
the Athletic Director's response and the responses of the
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forty coaches and athletes in order for the response to be
used ln the analysis of data.
A 70 percentage level of agreement was established in
order to reflect the nature of leadership ln a high
performance system.

As Valli (1984) states, "leadership ln

HPS ls strong and clear" (p.86).

In other words, there ls a

strong level of congruence between what the leader feels
concerning what direction the organization ls taking or what
the organization ls trying to accomplish and the
understanding the people in the organization have about the
direction and purpose of the organization.

Thus, if the

leadership ls strong and clear, as Valli suggests, there
should be a high percentage of agreement between the
response the Athletic Director gives concerning the athletic
department and what the coaches and athletes respond to each
of the interview questions. Therefore, this researcher
decided that a percentage based on the level of agreement
between the what the Athletic Director stated and what the
coaches and athletes responded would better reflect the
strong and clear leadership style that must occur within a
high performance system.
(5) A Llkert scale was developed for each question that
received a 70 percent agreement level between the Athletic
Director and the coaches and athletes.

Each scale ranged

the responses from those that showed the most agreement to
the response that had the lowest level of congruence between
the Athletic Director and the coaches and athletes.
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(6) A bar graph was developed using the Llkert scale in
order to make the analysis and explanation of the responses
to the selected questions clearer.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The primary purpose of this case study was to look
beyond the descriptive terms of organized anarchy and loose
coupling and find a possible explanation of how excellent
performance can occur in an higher education organization
usually described as anarchic and loosely coupled.

The case

study focused on the athletic department at the University
of California, San Diego which year after year has produced
excellence despite being part of such a higher education
organization.
The secondary purpose was to demonstrate empirically
that an example of Vaill~s high performance system exists
within the university-hi gher education organization.

It ls

hoped that by finding an empirical example of this model
within the university its organizationa l structure will be
given greater clarity of understanding .
Finding that a high performance system does in fact
exist within the higher education organization, this study
will assist leaders within colleges and universities to have
a greater understanding of the organizationa l structure of
their own institutions.

Basic to leadership ls the

understanding that there are different parts of the same
104
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organization using different goals and purposes from those
espoused by the institution as a whole.

By acknowledging

that these different goals and purposes could result in at
least two different organizational structures functioning
within one institution, leaders will be more successful in
their tasks because they will approach different parts of
their organizations in different ways.
Data was obtained by interviewing various members of
the UCSD athletic department using an interview guide
designed by the researcher.

The athletic director, ten

coaches, and thirty athletes were interviewed (N=41).

The

interview guide was used in all 41 interviews.
All responses to the questions were analyzed to see
which ones achieved a 70% agreement between the athletic
director and the coaches and their athletes.

Responses that

did not achieve this level of agreement were not used in
this analysis of data.

Thus, the data presented in this

section represent only those responses that achieved at
least a 70% agreement between the Athletic Director and her
coaches and athletes.
Graphs were developed to visually illustrate the
congruence of the data.

Each graph shows the exact

responses given by the subjects, the total number of
responses that agreed with the Athletic Director;s response,
and the percent of agreement achieved between the coaches;
and athletes; responses and the response given by the
Athletic Director.
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RESEARCH QUESTION 1:

Can an athletic department be found,

within the university-higher education organization, that
can be characterized as a high performance system?
RESEARCH QUESTION 2:

If so, what makes it a high

performance system?
The following interview questions are directly related
to the criteria and characterlstics that Vaill has
attributed to high performance systems.
Interview Question 1:

How would you compare the

performance of your athletic department cor .t§.am> with other
Division III departments Cor teams>?

This question ls

related to Vail l's (1984> first criterion for high
performance systems: They are performing excellently against
a known external standard (p.86>.
The Athletic Director agreed that the UCSD program
contained some of the most competitive Division Ill teams ln
the country as evidenced by the number of championships the
teams had either won or participated in the previous year.
(Appendix F has the Response Analysis Form for this question
that gives the significant word response for each
interviewee.>

Thirty-five of the forty people interviewed,

or 87.5 percent, agreed with her that UCSD had one of the
best Division III programs.
Graph 1 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The responses ranged from considering UCSD to be one

of the best, if not the best Division III programs in the
country, to the athletic program being designated as

11

good 11
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GRAPH 1:
Interview Question #1: How would you compare the performance
of your athletic department <or~> with other Division
III departments <or teams>?
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Fifteen (42 percent> of the subjects, including the Athletic
Director agreed that their performance made them one of the
best Division III programs or teams in the nation.
responses (17 percent) thought that UCSD was
other Division III programs or teams.

11

Six

better 11 than

Four (11 percent) of

the subjects stated that they were "above average" to other
Division III programs or teams.
percent> thought that they

11

One of those interviewed (2

had more talent 11

•

Three

subjects (8 percent> characterized UCSD as being
Five (14 percent) thought UCSD "did well

11

11

stronger 11

•

against Division

III competition while two (5 percent> stated the program was
11

good 11

•

The results of question 1 show that not only was there
87.5 percent agreement between the Athletic Director and the
forty coaches and athletes interviewed but that almost
one-half (42 percent> used her exact words and/or meaning
and placed UCSD as performing successfully against the known
standard of Division III competition.

It seems, then, that

all those interviewed agree with the Athletic Director that
the UCSD athletic program ls performing excellently against
a known external standard (other Division III teams) which
ls one of Vail l's criteria for HPS.

Visually this agreement

ls shown by the size of the bar A on the extreme left of
graph 1.

Interview Question 3A and B:

How would you compare the

athletic department Cor your team> now to where it was when
you first arrived at UCSD?

Do you feel that there has been

----··-------·--------
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a leveling off, or a decrease in development?
ls related to

Va111 ✓ s

This question

(1984) third criterion for high

performance systems: They are performing excellently
relative to where they were at some earlier point in time
(p.86).

The Athletic Director stated that when she first
arrived at UCSD the program was not only not competitive at
the national level but had, ln fact, a sports club
atmosphere.
improvement.

She state unequivocally that there has been an
(Appendix F has the Response Analysis Form for

this question that gives the significant word response for
each interviewee.>

Thirty-nine of the forty people

interviewed, or 97.5 percent, agreed with her that there had
been an overall improvement in the athletic program since
they became part of the department.
Graph 2 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The responses ranged from estimating that there had

been a 100 percent improvement to stating that there was a
bit of an increase.

Two (5.5 percent) of the subjects

agreed that there has been a

11

100 percent 11 improvement in

the program since they first became a part of the UCSD
athletic program.

Twelve responses (30 percent> thought

that there had been a

11

deflnite improvement 11

•

Twenty (50

percent) of the subjects, including the Athletic Director,
thought that there had been an

11

lmprovement 11

•

percent) of the subjects stated that there was
in development".

Three (8
11

an increase

Two (5.5 percent> of those intevlewed

thought that there had been only a

11

slight improvement 11
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GRAPH 2:

Intecyiew Question #3A & B: How would you compare the
athletic department (or your team> now to where it was when
you first arrived at UCSD?

Do you feel that there has been

a leveling off, or a decrease in development?
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while one (1 percent) stated there had been a
lncrease 11

11

bit of an

•

The results of question 3A show that not only was there
an 97.5 percent agreement between the Athletic Director and
the forty coaches and athletes interviewe d but half (50
percent> used her exact words in stating that there had been
an improveme nt.

In fact, only one of the subjects

interviewe d thought that there had not been an improveme nt.
This athlete attributed the lack of improvemen t in his team
to the number of injuries sustained during the present
season.

In reviewing the 97.5 percent agreement level, it

can be stated that the

ucsn ✓ s

athletic program ls performing

excellentl y relative to where they were at some earlier
point in time.

Visually, this agreement becomes quite

apparent by the size of the bar A and Bon the left of the
graph.
Interylew Question 4:

your

Has the athletic department <or

team) ever been Judged by others to be better than

other Division III departmen ts <or teams>?

This question ls

related to Vaill~s (1984) fourth criterion for high
performanc e systems: They are Judged qualitativ ely by
informed observers to be doing substantia lly better than
other comparable systems (p.86>.
The Athletic Director ag~eed that UCSD had some of the
top Division III teams in the country as verified by an NCAA
report that stated that UCSD was second in the nation in
participat ion in national champions hips.

She also stated,
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that on a more casual basis, many people from other
institutions have often commented to her about the success
of the UCSD program. <Appendix F has the Response Analysis
Form for this question that gives the significant word
response for each interviewee.>

Thirty-four of the forty

people interviewed, or 85.O 9ercent, agreed with her that in
their opinion UCSD had a "substantiall y better athletic
program" than other Division III athletic programs.
Graph 3 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The responses ranged from considering the teams from

UCSD as being top in the country to that the UCSD athletic
program should be in another NCAA division.

Eleven of the

subjects (31 percent> agreed that, "yes", they have been
Judged better than other Division III teams.

Sixteen

responses (46 percent), including the Athletic Director,
thought that ucsD~s athletic program contained either someof
the "top Division III teams in the country" or that their
par:-ticular "team was one of the top teams in the country".
One subject (3 percent) stated that the program was "much
better".

Two subjects (6 per cent> interviewed thought that

UCSD was "very strong 11

•

One subject (3 percent>

characterized UCSD as being "really good".

Another (3

percent> thought that the "proof comes with success" while
three <8 percent> stated that UCSD should be in "another,
higher, NCAA division".
The results of question 4 show that not only was there
an 85.O percent of agreement between the Athletic Director
and the forty coaches and athletes interviewed but that
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GRAPH 3:
Interview Question #4: Has the athletic department <or rn
ll.alll> ever been judged by others to be better than other
Division III departments <or teams>?
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almost one-half (46 percent) either used her exact words
and/or meaning and placed UCSD in the position of being one
of the top Division III teams in the country.

Judged by

informed observers both outside and inside the UCSD athletic
department the program can be characterized as doing
substantially better than other Division III programs.
Visually, agreement ls quite evident by the size of bars A
and Bin relation to others in the graph.

5A & B: What is the budget for the
athletic department <or your team)? Based on your knowledge
Interview Question

do you feel that it ls above average, average, or below
average in relationship to other Division III athletic

departments <or teams>?
Interview Question 7:

How would you compare the

athletic facilities at UCSD with other Division III
institutions: above average, average, or below average?
These questions are related to

Va111 ✓ s

(1984>

fifth

criterion for high performance systems: They are doing
whatever they do with significantly fewer resources than it
ls assumed are needed to do what they do (p.86>.
The Athletic Director stated, when answering questions
5A and B, that it ls her understanding based on
conversations with other athletic directors that other
Division III athletic programs are better funded than UCSD
ls for theirs.

(Appendix F has the Response Analysis Form

for this question that gives the significant word response
for each interviewee.>

Twenty-six of the forty people
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interviewed, or 65.0 percent, held similar views that UCSD
was

11

not funded as well" as other Division III institutions.

Although the answers to this question did not receive the 70
percent overall agreement they did, however, receive a 70
percent agreement among the coaches.

If in fact, you throw

out the response of the coach that stated, "I can't
remember", there was an 80 percent agreement between the
Athletic Director and the coaches.

Because of the

administrativ e nature of their Job, the coaches not the
athletes are usually directly involved in the formal budget
process.

The athletes were making their Judgement based on

what they were using seemingly unaware of where the
equipment came from.

As indicated by many of the

interviewees, many of the teams raised money in order to
provide the necessary equipment for their teams thereby
influencing what equipment was available for team use.
Thus, it seems, in response to this question, many of the
athletes could not separate the university provided
equipment and the equipment bought with outside funds.

The

coaches, however, were fully aware of the difference because
of the effort it took on their part to get the additional
funds to purchase this needed equipment.

Therefore, the

researcher decided to include this response because of the
70 percent agreement between the coaches and the Athletic
Director.
Graph 4 shows how congruent the responses were for
questions 5A and B.

The responses ranged from "others are

funded better" to "outside support comes fr:-om companies."
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Graph 4:
Interview Question #5A & B: What ls the budget for .the.
athletic department (or your team>?
Based on your
knowledge do you feel that lt~s above average, average, or
below average in relationship to other Division III athletic
departments (or teams>?
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The Athletic Director (4 percent> stated that other Division
IIIs were "funded better".

Twenty-three r-esponses (85

percent> thought that UCSD was funded

11

below average" in

compar-lson to other Division III institutions.

Two (7

per-cent> of the subjects stated that their- budget was really
low 11

One of those interviewed (4 percent> stated that they

•

"received their- funding from outside companies".
The results of question SA and SB show that the UCSD
Athletic Dir-ector- and her coaches agree that they are being
funded at a level that ls below aver-age for Division III
institutions and therefor-e spending less money than their
competition.

Visually, this agreement becomes quite evident

by the size of bar- B that r-epr-esents the below aver-age
response in graph 4.
In response to question 7, the Athletic Dir-ector- stated
that some of ucsn~s facilities are substandard when compar-ed
to other Division III institutions and over-all could be
characterized as "average to below average".

(Appendix F

has the Response Analysis Form for this question that gives
the significant word response for- each interviewee.>

Thirty

of the forty people interviewed, or 75.0 percent, agreed
with her that UCSD had facilities that were either below
aver-age or average.
Gr-aph 5 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The r-esponses ranged from considering UCSD having

"extremely below average" facilities to their facilities
being

11

average 11

•

Two of the subjects (7 percent> agreed

that their facilities were "extremely below average".
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GRAPH 5:

Interview Question #7: How would you compare the athletic
facilities at UCSD with other Division III institutio ns:
above average, average, or below average?
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Thlr-teen r:-esponses <42 per-cent) thought that UCSD was "below
aver-age".

Four (13 percent> of the subJects stated that

ther-e were "no adequate facllities 11 for their teams.

The

Athletic Dir-ector <3 percent> stated that the facilities
were "average to below average" when compar-ed to other
Divison III institutions.

Another- subject interviewed (3

percent) thought the facilities were "below par".

Ten of

those interviewed (32 percent) stated that the facilities
were "average".

The results of question 7 shows that although there was
a 75.0 percent agreement between the Athletic Director and
the forty coaches and athletes interviewed, the answers fell
into groups of responses: below average or average.
Visually this grouping of responses becomes quite evident by
the size of bars Band Fin graph 5.

As stated previously,

32 percent characterized the facilities as being average.
However, 68 percent of those who gave congruent responses,
thought the facilities were below average.

Interview Question 10c: Would you say the athletic
department better reflects its own culture rather than the
university as a whole?

This question ls related to Vall l's

(1984) seventh criterion for high per-formance systems: They
ar-e perceived to fulfill at a high level the ideas of the
culture within which they exist (p.86).
The Athletic Director agreed that UCSD program
reflected its own culture.

(Appendix F has the Response

Analysis Form for this question that gives the significant
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word response for each lntervlewee.)

Thlrty-three of the

forty people interviewed, or 82.5 percent, also agreed with
her that the UCSD athletic department reflected its own
culture.
Graph 6 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The responses ranged from the department

reflecting its own culture to

11

1 guess it does 11

11

definitely 11
Two of the

•

subjects (6 percent) agreed that it "definitely did".
Eighteen responses (53 percent), including the Athletic
Director, thought that,
own culture.

11

yes 11

,

the department reflected its

Seven <21 percent> of the subjects stated that

they "thought it did".

Two of those interviewed (6 percent>

characterized the UCSD athletic department as being
11

different 11

did".

•

Three (9 percent> stated that it

11

probably

One (2.5 percent) thought that "in a way" UCSD

reflected its own culture while another subject (2.5
percent> "guessed it did".
The results of question 10C show that not only was
there an 82.5 percent agreement between the Athletic
Director and the forty coaches and athletes interviewed but
that over one-half (53 percent> used the Athletic
exact words in agreeing that

ucsn ✓ s

better reflects it own culture.

Dlrector ✓ s

athletic department

The athletic department ls

being viewed as having their its own culture by a large
percentage of people within the department thereby
indicating that it fulfills a high level of ideas within the
culture.

Visually this ls seen in graph 6.
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GRAPH 6:

Interview Question #10C: Would you say the athletic
department better reflects its own culture rather than the
university as a whole?

NUMBER OF RESPONSES
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12 . 6
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· ··· · · · ···
· ···· ·····
· ··· · · · ···

.............................................
.............................................

....................................

5 . 4 ··········

3 .6
1.8
0

......... .

••••••••
(A)

(8)

(C)

(0)

(E)

- -

(F)

ACTUAL RESPONSES
<A> Definitely
**<B> Yes
CC) I think so
CD> Its different
CE> Probably
CF> In a way
CG> I guess
**Athletic Director~s response
Percent of agreement= .825
Total number of responses in agreement= 33 of 40
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Interview Question 11A: What would you say are the broad
purposes of the athletic department of UCSD?

This question

ls related to Valli's (1984) first characteristic for high
performance systems: HPSs are clear on their broad purposes
and on nearer term obJectives for fulfilling these purposes
(p.86).

The Athletic Director agreed that the UCSD athletic
department's purpose ls to provide positive opportunities
and generate spirit within the university. <Appendix F has
the Response Analysis Form for this question that gives the
significant word response for each interviewee.)

Thirty of

the forty people interviewed, or 75.0 percent, agreed that
the purpose of the program was to "provide opportunity", in
some form, and "to get people involved" in order to increase
spirit.
Graph 7 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The responses ranged from suggesting that the

athletic department "provides another way to excell" to it
provides for mass

11

participatlon 11

•

Four of the subjects (13

percent> agreed that the UCSD athletic department "provides
another way to excel I" within a university that prides
itself on excellence.

Five responses (16 percent>,

including that of the Athletic Director, indicated that the
department provided "positive opportunities and generated
spirit".

Eight (26 percent) of the subjects stated that the

purpose was to "provide an opportunity to compete".
subjects (16 percent) thought it was to

11

Five

promote sports 11

Five of those interviewed (16 percent) thought that the
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GRAPH #7:

Interview Question #11A: What would you say are the broad
purposes of the athletic department of UCSD?

HUMBER OF RESPONSES
8.0
7 . 2 ··············· ·····
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· ·· ··· ·· ·· ·· ··· ··· ····· · ·· ····· ·· ·· ··

5 .6

· · · ··· ·· ·· ·· ··· ·· ··· ·· ·· ·· ··· ·· ·· ··· ·

· · ·· · ·· · ·· · · · · ·· · · ··

4 . 8 ···········
4 .0

3 .2
2.4
1.6
0.8
0

(A)

··· ·· · · ·· ·· · ·· ·· ··· ·
· ·· ·· ·· ···· · ·· ·· ·· · ·

............. ...... .

(8)

(C)

(D)

(E)

(F)

ACTUAL RESPONSES
(A) Provide another way to excell
& generate spirit
(C) Opportunity to compete
CD> Promote sports
(E) Offering something outside of academics
(F) To get people involved
(G) Provide for mass participation

**CB> Positive opportunities

**Athletic Director's response
Percent of agreement= .750
Total number of responses in agreement= 30 of 40
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athletic program could offer "something outside of
academics" to the student/athle tes.
percent) stated the purpose ls to

11

Two subjects <6.5
get people involved"

while two others (6.5 percent> thought the department was
there to "provide for mass partlcipation 11 of
student/athle tes.
The results of question 11A show that there was an 75.0
percent of agreement between the Athletic Director and the
forty coaches and athletes interviewed that there were two
main purposes for the athletic department.

The number of

responses did not fall equally between the two group of
responses.

Of those who answered in agreement, twenty-two

or 71 percent stated that the athletic department provided
11

oppol'."tunities to compete" while nine l'."esponses or 29

percent thought that the main purpose was
splrlt 11

•

11

to promote

It could be stated that the people who make up the

UCSD's athletic department are clear about the two main
purposes of the athletic department.

Their opinions,

however, were varied as to what objectives were necessary in
order to achieve these purposes. (See the Appendix F for the
Response Analysis Form for question 11B: What objectives do
you see as important to fulfilling these purposes?)

Six of

the forty people interviewed, or 15.0 percent, agreed with
the Athletic Director that the objectives were to "provide a
quality experience" and to "generate and supply
information".
opinions.

The other 85.0 percent had differing

Although these differing opinions occurred in the

stated objectives by each subject, when it came to whether

-·- . ---------·-· ---- - -··------- ----··-·· --·. --·

..

----------------

---------
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or not the coaches were committed to these objectives the
opinions were not as varied.

In the responses given to

question 12B that ls discussed ln the next section, lt ls
agreed by 75.5 percent of those interviewed that the coaches
were committed to the purposes and objectives as stated by
the interviewees during the interview.

Therefore, although

there was not consensus among the subjects as to what were
the exact objectives necessary to fulfill the agreed upon
purposes. lt was clear to thirty-one of those interviewed
that they were all committed to the goals and purposes of
the athletic department.

Interview Question 6A: As a department is there <or M
a coach is there or Does your coach make> a concentrated
effort to recruit talented athletes?

Interview Question 6B:

Based on your knowledge do you

feel that the talent represented by the student/athletes 1n

the athletic department <or on vour team> ls above average,
average, or below average in relationship to other Division
III

departments <or teams>.
Interview Question 12A:

Do you feel that the UCSll

athletic team coaches <or you as

a

coach or vour coach> gtve

extra effort beyond what ls expected of

.t.h§.m

<or

l!.Q!J.

or

blrolher>?
Interview Question 12B: How committed do you feel~
coaches are <or you are or your coach is> to your previously
stated broad purposes and objectives of the athletic
department?
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Interview Question 12c:
motivation of the coaches?
you?)

How would you describe the
<coaches only: How motivated are

These questions are all related to 1aill's (1984)

second characteristic for high performance systems:
Commitment to these purposes ls never perfunctory although
it ls often expressed laconically.

Motivation is usually

conceived as high (p.86).
The Athletic Director said, in responding to Question
6A, that generally,

11

yes, the UCSD coaches make a

concentratea effort to recruit talented athletes 11

•

<Appendix F has the Response Analysis Form for this question
that gives the significant word response for each
interviewee.)

Thirty-two of the forty people interviewed,

or 80.0 percent, agreed that there was a definite recruiting
effort made.
Graph 8 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The responses ranged from reporting that there was a

"very concentrated effort" by some of the coaches to some of
the coaches were "seml-actlve 11 in the recruiting process.
Two of the subjects C6 percent) agreed that there was a
11

very concentrated effort" to recruit.

Two responses (6

percent) thought that the coaches "definitely did recruit".
Twenty-four (73 percent) of the subjects, including the
Athletic Director, stated that

11

yes, the coaches recruited".

Four of those interviewed C12 percent) thought that there
was a "less concentrated or limited effort 11 made to recruit
while one stated C3 percent) that the coaches were
11

semi-active 11 in recruiting.
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GRAPH 8

Interview Question #6A: As a department is there < o r ~
coach ls there or Does vour coach make> a concentrated

effort to recruit talented athletes?

NUMBER OF RESPONSES
30
27

24
21
18
15
12
9
6
3
0

(A)

(8)

(C)

.............. .

(D)

(E)

ACTUAL RESPONSES
<A>
<B>
**<C>
CD)
CE)

Very Concentrated
Definitely does
Yes
Limited, less concentrated
Semi-active

**Athletic Director~s response
Percent of agreement= .800
Total number of responses in agreement= 32 of 40
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The results of question 6A show that not only was there
an 80.0 percent agreement between the Athletic Director and
the forty coaches and athletes interviewed but that almost
three-quarters (73 percent) used her exact word.

Visually

this agreement can be seen by comparing the size of bar
three in relationship to the others in graph 8.
Graph 9 shows how congruent the responses actually were
to question 6B.
average 11 to

11

The two responses given ranged from

hlgher 11

11

above

Thirty-six. including the Athletic

•

Director, agreed that the talent represented by the
student/athletes was

11

above average".

interviewed (3 percent) thought it was

One of those
11

higher 11

•

These

responses show that not only was there a 90.0 percent of
agreement between the Athletic Director and the forty
coaches and athletes interviewed but that 97 percent used
her exact words to describe the represented talent.
Visually this agreement becomes even more apparent when
viewing the results shown in graph 9.
The Athletic Director agreed in responding to question
12A that the coaches in the athletic program were making a
11

fairly strong commitment" by giving extra effort to the

program lnspite of the fact that almost all of them are
part-time and must support themselves with other positions
outside the university. (Appendix F has the Response
Analysis Form for this question that gives the significant
word response for each interviewee.)

Thirty-four of the

forty people interviewed, or 85.0 percent, agreed that the
coaches were giving extra effort beyond what was expected of
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GRAPH 9

Interview Question #6B: Based on your knowledge do you feel
that the talent represented by the student/athletes in the
athletic department <or on youc team> is above average,
average, or below average in relationship to other Division
III departments <or teams>?

NUMBER OF RESPONSES
40
36

········· ········· ·········· ····· ··· ·····
· · · ··· · ·· ··· · · ·· ·· · ·· · ·· ·· · · · ···· ·· · ·· ·· ·
· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · .................... ... .

32
28

24
20
16
12

.........................................

8
4
0
(A)

(8)

ACTUAL RESPONSES
**<A) Above average
(B) Higher
**Athletic Director's response
Percent of agreement= .900
Total number of responses in agreement= 36 of 40
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GRAPH 10:
Interview Question #12A: Do you feel that the ucsp athletic
team coaches <or you as a coach or your coach> give extra
effort beyond what ls expected of .them <or .Y.QY. or him/her>?

NUMBER OF RESPONSES
30
27
24
21
18
15
12
9
6
3
0

.............................

(A)

(8)

(C)

.............. .

(D)

ACTUAL RESPONSES
**<A>
<B>
<C>
<D>
<E>

Making a fairly strong commitment
Definitely/absolute ly
Yes
I think so
To a degree

**Athletic Director's response
Percent of agreement= .850
Total number of responses in agreement= 34 of 40
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them.
Graph 10 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.
11

The responses ranged from the coaches were making a

falrly strong commitment" to stating that to

coaches were giving extra effort.
percent> stated that they were
commitment".

11

11

a degree" the

The Athletic Director (3

maklng a fairly strong

Eight of the subJects (23 percent> agreed that

the coaches were "definitely and/or absolutely" giving extra
effort.

Twenty-one (60 percent) stated that,

effort was being given.
percent) responded,

11

percent) said that to

11

yes, 11 extra

Four of those interviewed (11

1 think so; 11 while one subject (3
11

a degree" the coaches were giving

extra effort.
The results of question 12A show that although not one
of the forty coaches and athletes interviewed used the
Athletic Directors exact words in responding to the question
there was an 85.0 percent agreement that the coaches were in
fact giving extra effort.

Visually agreement becomes quite

apparent when viewing bar C in graph 10.
In responding to question 12B, the Athletic Director
stated that UCSD coaches were committed to the previously
stated broad purposes and objectives of the athletic
department.

(Appendix F has the Response Analysis Form for

this question that gives the significant word response for
each interviewee.)

Thirty of the forty people interviewed,

or 75.0 percent, agreed with the Athletic Director that the
coaches were committed the goals and purposes of the
athletic department.

- ··---------··-

-----------------------·---
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GRAPH 11:

Interview Question #12B: How committed do
coaches are (or you are or your coach ls)

you feel .the.
to your previously
stated broad purposes and objectives of the athletic
department?

NUMBER OF RESPONSES
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. .................................. .
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1.0
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(A)

(8)

(C)

••

(0)

(E)

(F)

ACTUAL RESPONSES
<A> Totally committed

CB) Very committed

**<C> Committed
(D) Definitely
(E) Yes
CF) 1 ✓ m committed
CG) Job depends on it
**Athletic Director ✓ s response
Percent of agreement= .750
Total number of responses in agreement= 30 of 40
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Graph 11 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The responses ranged from agreeing that the UCSD

coaches were "totally committed" to departmental goals and
pur-poses to "their Job depends on being committed" to the
broad purposes and goals of the department.

Four of the

subjects (13 percent> agreed that the coaches were "totally
committed".

Eight responses (26 percent> thought that UCSD

coaches were

11

very committed".

Ten (32 percent> of the

subjects, including the Athletic Director, stated that the
coaches were

11

committed 11 to the goals and purposes of the

athletic department.

One of those interviewed (3 percent)

thought that they were "definitely commltted 11

•

Five

subjects (16 percent) personalized the response by stating
that

11

I"'m committed".

One person (3 percent> thought that

they bad better be committed because "their Job depended
upon lt 11

•

The results of question 12B show that not only was
there an 75.0 percent of agreement between the Athletic
Director and the forty coaches and athletes interviewed but
that almost one-third (32 percent) used her exact words in
describing the coaches commitment.

If, though, the word

committed ls considered, regardless whether it ls the entire
response or a part of a response, twenty-two people (73
percent> agree with the Athletic Director.

Visually this

agreement ls shown in bars A, B, and C in graph 11.
The Athletic Director stated in question 12C that the
coaches for the most part were "very motivated".

(Appendix

F has the Response Analysis Form for this question that

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

134

gives the significant word response for each interviewee.>
Thirty-three of the forty people interviewed, or 82.5
percent, agreed with her that the coaches were motivated.
Graph 12 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The responses ranged from the coaches were "extremely

motivated" to they are

11

hlghly motivated".

Two of the

subjects (6 percent> agreed that they were "extremely
motivated".

Eighteen responses (53 percent>, including the

Athletic Director, though the coaches were "very motivated".
Eleven (32 percent> of the subjects stated that they were
"motivated".

One of those interviewed (3 percent>

characterized the motivation as being "very hlgh 11

•

Two (6

percent> thought the coaches were "highly motivated".
The results of question 12C show that although only
eighteen or 53 percent used the Athletic Director's exact
words in their response, if Just the word motivation ls used
as a guide, thirty-one <or 94 percent> of those responding
were in agreement with her.

Visually this agreement ls seen

by the number of bars that show the word motivation as part
of the subject's response.

CSee bars A, B, and C of graph

12. >

In summary, the results of questions 6A and 6B show a
commitment on the part of the coaches to recruit and find
the best possible athletes.

The coaches indicated that they

were motivated to find the best athletes so that they could
win.

This ls not something that appears to them to be a

routine activity.

Their success in this endeavor ls shown

by the 97 percent agreement response that shows that the

..

··-··-····---··- -------------- ------------
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GRAPH 12:

Interview Question #12C: How would you describe the
motivation of the coaches? (coaches only: How motivated are
you?)
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(A)

(8)

(C)

(D)

ACTUAL RESPONSES
CA) Extremely motivated
**<B> Very motivated
CC) Motivated
CD) Very high
CE) Highly
**Athletic Director's response
Percent of agreement= .825
Total number of responses in agreement= 33 of 40
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student/athle tes on UCSD's teams represent above average
talent when compared to other Division III teams.

The

responses to question 12B indicate that 76.0 percent of
those interviewed felt that there was a definite commitment
on the coaches part to the stated purposes and objectives of
the athletic department.

The use of such terms as totally,

very, and definitely by the interviewees, when they were
describing the commitment, indicates that the commitment
they were describing was not perfunctory on the coaches
part.

Questions 12A and 12C address the contention that

Vaill makes, in his characteristi c two, that the motivation
as usually conceived ls always high.

In question 12A, 85.0

percent of those interviewed agree that that the coaches
give extra effort beyond what ls expected of them.
Twenty-three of those who expressed agreement (or 68
percent) stated, in response to question 12C, that the
coaches were either extremely, very, or highly motivated.
Therefore, it can be said that the people in the UCSD
athletic department are committed to the purposes of their
program and this commitment should not be seen as being
routine.

Additionally, the members seem to see the

motivation within the department as being high.

Interview Question 14A: How often do you meet with
your direct supervisor <or the individual whose
responslbiJit les include the athlettc department>? <Omit
this question for team members.)

..... ······ .. ······· -··--··. --

---·- ----
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Interview Question 14B:

How much autonomy do you have

in your position? ••• Are vou often reviewed?

(Omit this

question for team members.)

Interview Question 14C:

As a

department <or coach), do

you have any interactions with other departments within the
university- either through formal or informal contacts?
(Omit this question for the team members.>
are related to

Vaill ✓ s

These questions

(1984) sixth characteristic for high

performance systems: HPS are clearly bounded from their
environments, and a considerable amount of energy,
particularly on the part of leaders, ls usually devoted to
maintaining these boundaries (p.86).
The Athletic Director stated that she has had the same
supervisor for the last eleven years and that it was only
this year that they are scheduled to meet on a regular
basis.

However, she indicated that during these monthly

meetings most of the discussion often centers on the
physical education department rather than on the athletic
department.

As for meeting anyone higher up in the

administrative structure, the Athletic Director stated that
she must initiate the meetings.

(Appendix F has the

Response Analysis Form for this question that gives the
significant word response for each interviewee.)

Only one

of the ten coaches interviewed, or 10.0 percent agreed with
her that they
11

don ✓ t

meet

11

often enough" or they meet

rarely 11 with their direct supervisor.
Graph 13 shows the nine responses of the coaches that

did not agree with the Athletic

------------------------------··

Director ✓ s

response.

The

-----------------
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GRAPH 13:

Interview Question #14A: How often do you meet with rn
direct super:v1sor: <or the lndiyiduat whose responsibilities
include the athletic department>? <Omit this question for
team members.>
·
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ACTUAL RESPONSES
OD Once a month
CB> Every two weeks
CC> Weekly

**Athletic Director's response
Percent of agreement= .100
Total number of responses ln agreement= 1 of 10
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responses ranged from stating that they meet with the
athletic director "at least once a month" to meeting with
her

11

weekly".

Three of the subjects (33.3 percent) agreed

that they meet "at least once a month",
(33.3 percent) responded that they met

Three subJa~~s
11

every two weeks".

Three (33.3 percent) of the coaches stated they met with the
Athletic Director weekly.
The results of question 14A showed a marked
disagreement between the response the Athletic Director gave
and the statements that the coaches made.

These

disparities, however, reinforce the suggestion by Vaill that
HPS are clearly bounded from their environment.

The limited

contact that the Athletic Director has with other
administrators outside the department could account for the
lack of communication and awareness by the outside
administrators.

This, then, would help to more clearly

define the boundaries of the athletic department.

In

comparison, graph 13 shows that, within the department,
there is a clear attempt to maintain open channels of
communication.

This ls accomplished by the Athletic

Director and the coaches meeting often.

These frequent

meetings are used to dessemlnate departmental information
and exchange personal opinions.
The Athletic Director stated, in responding to question
14B, that she had "a lot of autonomy" in leading her
depar-tment.

She also stated that she ls r-eviewed "once a

year and that this evaluation was conducted by the physical
education faculty and chair as opposed to an administrative
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GRAPH 14:

Interview Question #14B: How much autonomy do you have in
your position? ••• Are you often reviewed? (Omit this
question for the team members.>

NUMBER OF RESPONSES
4.0
3.6
3.2
2.8
2.4
2.0
1.6
1.2
0.8
0.4
0

........................
........................
........
. ..... .
(A)

(8)

(C)

ACTUAL RESPONSES
<A>
(B>
**<C>
(D)

Total control, annual review
Very much, annual review
Alot, annual review
Quite a bit, annual review

**Athletic Director's response
Percent of agreement= 1.000
Total number of responses in agreement= 10 of 10
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review".

(Appendix F has the Response Analysis Form for

this question that gives the significant word response for
each interviewee.)

Ten of the ten coaches interviewed, or

100 percent, agreed with her that they had "a lot of
autonomy" in their position and in running their own
program.

All of the coaches stated that they are formally

reviewed on an annual basis.
Graph 14 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The responses ranged from stating that they had

"total control" and were reviewed "annual ly 11 to coaches
feeling that they had "quite a bit of control" and were
reviewed "annually".

Four of the coaches (36.5 percent>

agreed that they had "total control" of their pr:-ograms and
wer:-e reviewed "annually".

One (9 percent> coach thought

he/she had "very much 11 autonomy while being reviewed
"annually".
they had

11

Four <36.5 percent> of the subjects stated that

a lot" of autonomy and were reviewed "annually"

while two (18 percent> of the coaches characterizin g
themselves as having "quite a bit 11 of autonomy and while
being reviewed "annually".
The results of question 14B show that there was a 100.0
percent agreement between the Athletic Director and the
coaches that all had autonomy over their own por:-tion of th,e
athletic program.

However, this autonomy would further

separate the athletic teams and the department from the
surrounding university environment because of the lack of
supervision and interest shown by the administrator s outside
of the athletic department.
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In answering question 14C. the Athletic Director stated
that the UCSD athletic department had the most contact with
the departments under "student affairs" rather than with any
of the "academic departments".

<Appendix F has the Response

Analysis Form for this question that gives the significant
word response for each interviewee.)

Ten of the ten coaches

interviewed, or 100.0 percent, agreed with her that the
athletic department had almost no interactions with any of
the academic departments.
Graph 15 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.

The responses ranged fr-om stating that ther-e was "no

relationship" with the academic departments to which
non-academic department they did have a r-elationship with.
Two of the coaches (18 percent) stated that, "no 11

,

they did

not have a relationship with any academic department.
<9 percent) subJect indicated that in fact they were
welcome by the academic area".

One
11

not

Two responses (18 percent)

centered on the physical education department.

These

coaches felt that the only reason why they had a
relationship with this department was because they

11

some classes" in the physical education department.

taught
One <9

percent) coach stated that the relationship was "not
extensive 11

•

Four of those interviewed (37 percent)

commented that the relationship involved the

11

housing and

maintenance departments", while the Athletic Director (9
percent) thought that the main relationship occurred between
the

11

athletic department and student affairs departments 11
In summary, the responses of question 14C reinforces
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GRAPH 15:

Interview Question #14C: As a department <or coach>, do you
have any interactions with other departments within the
university- either through formal or informal contacts?
(Omit this question for the team members.>

NUMBER OF RESPONSES
4.0
3.6

...................................... .... .

3 .2
2.8

· · · ·· ·· · · . ·· ···· ···· ·· ·· ·· · · ·· · ··· · · ·· ··· ··
··········••:-••······~---·············· ·····

2 . 4 ....................................... ... .

2.0
1.6
1.2
0.8
0.4
0
(A)

(8)

(C)

(D)

(E)

ACTUAL RESPONSES
No
<B> Not welcome by academics
(C) P.E. dept./no other academics
(D) Not extensive
CE> Maintenance and/or housing
**CF> Student Affairs
('A)

**Athletic Director ✓ s response
Percent of agreement= 1.000
Total number of responses in agreement= 10 of 10
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the results achieved by questions 14A and 14B. that ls, that
a HPS ls clearly bounded from their environment.

In

question 14A the responses suggesting the lack of
interdepartme ntal and intersupervis ory communication help to
increase the nonpermeabil ity of the interorganlza tlonal
boundary of the athletic department.

In response to

question 14B, the coaches and athletic director all stressed
the amount of autonomy they had in their Jobs.

In the

Athletic Director's case. the autonomy she experienced comes
from the lack of supervision she indicated in responding to
question 14A; as well as the lack of acknowledgem ent, by the
administrator s outside the department, of what she does as
the administrator of the athletic department.

The Athletic

Director reinforced her statement by indicating that her
annual evaluation did not even warrant administrativ e review
of the Job she dld as athletic director.

In comparison, the

coaches stated that they liked the autonomy they were given
because lt allowed them to do their Job in the manner that
they saw fit.

Thus, the coaches saw the autonomy of their

Job as being something positive and necessary in order for
them to achieve success in their positions.

Finally, the

responses given to question 14C show which departments,
within the university, the athletic department has any dally
relationship with.

Most of the departments named, by those

interviewed, fell into the support category rather than into
an academic category.

Therefore the responses given to

questions 14A, 14B, and 14C, support Vail l's characteristi c
concerning a HPS being clearly bounded from their
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environment.

Whether or not the leaders devoted a

considerable amount of energy to maintaining these
boundaries could not be ascertained by the results of this
research.

Interview Question

How would you describe how the

15A:

rest of the university perceives the athletic department;
for example, the academic area?

This question is related to

Va111~s (1984> seventh characteristic for high performance
systems: Proposition (6) leads to another consistent
finding, that ls that HPSs are often seen as a "problem" by
entitles in their environment, even entitles which have a
great deal of power over them.
The Athletic Director stated that the academic
departments are into their

11

own world and for the most part

are unaware of the athletic department 11

•

(Appendix F has

the Response Analysis Form for this question that gives the
significant word response for each interviewee.)

Thirty of

the forty people interviewed, or 75.0 percent, agreed with
her that the rest of the university was not really aware of
what the department does or even how many athletic teams lt
has.
Graph 16 shows how congruent the responses actually
were.
being

The responses ranged from the rest of the university
11

unaware 11 of the department to they think we are a

"thorn in their side".

Seven of the subjects (22.5

percent>, including the Athletic Director, said that the
rest of the institution was either

11

unaware 11 of the
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GRAPH 16:

Interview Question 15A: How would you describe how the rest
of the university perce·-1ves the athletic department; for
example, the academic area?
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-

..............
(A)

(8)

(C)

(D)

(E)

ACTUAL RESPONSES
**(A)
CB)
CC)
CD)
CE)
CF)

Unaware/nonexistent of us
Doesn't care
Don't know/ignorant
Not a major focus
Look at sports in an academic nature
Thorn in side

**Athletic Director's response
Percent of agreement= .750
Total number of responses in agreement= 30 of 40
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department or thought of the athletic department as being
11

nonexistent 11

•

Seven of those who responded (22.5 percent),

thought that as an lnstltutlon UCSD didn"t

11

really care 11

•

Eleven (35 percent> of the subjects stated that the rest of
the university "did not know 11 and wer-e
athletic department.

11

ignorant 11 about the

Three of those interviewed (10

percent> agreed that athletics was "not a maJor focus" at
UCSD.

One person (3.5 percent> obser-ved that at UCSD sports

ls looked upon in an "academic nature".

Two subJects (6.5

percent) said that the rest of the university thought that
athletics was a "thorn in their side".
The results of question 15A show that there was a 75.0
percent agreement between the Athletic Dlr-ector and the
forty coaches and athletes interviewed that the rest of the
university was basically unaware of the athletic department
and its activities.

Although there was a concensus among

those that responded that the institution was unaware of
them, only two subjects thought that the athletic department
was a thorn in the side of the academic departments.
Although this minority agreed with Vaill contention of a BPS
often being seen as a problem by enltities within their
environment, most of the people interviewed indicated that
the athletic department could not be seen as a problem by
the university because most of people in the academic area
are unaware of the department"s existence.

Summary: This chapter has presented the results of the
data analyses.

The chapter began wlth a r-eview of the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

148
purposes for conducting this case study and a brief
explanation about the data collection and why certain
responses were chosen to be analyzed.

Research questions

one and two were then presented in order to see whether or
not the data collected would either prove or disprove these
hypotheses.
Of the thirty-four interview questions asked by the
researcher, the responses to eighteen of the questions
attained at least a seventy percent agreement rate between
the Athletic Director and the forty coaches and athletes
interviewed.

The responses to seventeen of the questions

agree with Valll~s stated criteria (one, three, four, five,
seven> and characteristi cs (one, two, and six> concerning
high performing systems.

However, one question did achieve

the necessary seventy percent agreement rate but did not
support Vaill~s seventh characteristi cs- HPSs are often seen
as a "problem" by entitles in their environment, even
entitles which have a great deal of power over them (1982).
The subjects stated that the athletic department was not
seen as a problem by the rest of the university.
Appendix G has a list of the sixteen questions not used
in the analysis of data because they did not achieve a 70
percent agreement between the Athletic Director and the
forty coaches and athletes interviewed.

However, some of

these questions could be said to support the criteria and
characteristi c of high performance systems if they were to
be analyzed in different ways:
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1.

Questions 10B, 13D, and 15B had an agreement

reponse rate of 60 percent or more (60%, 65%, and 67.5%).
Respectively, they needed four people, two people, and one
more person to answer in agreement in order to achieve the
70 percent level.

The responses to these questions were

influenced by two coaches and the six athletes that
consistently disagreed with the responses given by the
Athletic Director.

Interestingly all these subjects were

part of two of the more unsuccessful UCSD teams.
2.

Question 13C had only a 12.5 percent agreement

between the responses of the Athletic Director and those
interviewed.

But this percentage did not reflect the

congruence that did occur.

The Athletic Director responded

"that she would like more commitment" to the task of the
athletic department from the individual above her in the
hierarchy.

However, 88.5 percent of the coaches and

athletes disagreed with her because they felt that the
individual above them in the hierarchy was "committed" to
the task.

The individual they were talking about was the

Athletic Director.

Although this question did not achieve

the initial necessary agreement percentage it did show a
strong commitment by the Athletic Director to the task of
the athletic department.
3.

In answering question 8, 45 percent of those

interviewed agreed with the Athletic Director that the UCSD
teams'unlform s, equipment, and travel schedules were
average.

However, if you look Just at the responses of the

ten coaches, 70 percent, of them, thought that these items
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were below average.

As stated previously, coaches are

usually more aware of what the school provides and what they
purchase than the athletes.

Athletes are usually unaware of

what was purchased by whom.

Based on this 70 percent

response rate it could be said that UCSD athletic teams were
using fewer resources than it is assumed they need when
comparing them with other Division III teams.
4.

Question 9A received a 2.5 percent of congruence.

Although only one subject agreed with the Athletic Director,
twenty-six others, or 65 percent, agreed that other teams
respected UCSD and thought that UCSD fielded strong teams.
These responses suggested that UCSD was considered an
exemplar in Division III and an inspiration to others.
5.

Question 2 was worded in such a way that an

agreement percentage could not be calculated.

Therefore,

the information for this question was recorded in Appendix
D.

This information showed that UCSD was performing

excellently against a known external standard.
Thus, in analyzing these seven questions in different
ways i t could be said that they support Vall l's (1982)
criteria and characteristi cs of high performance systems.
Thus, actually only nine of the thirtyfour questions asked
during the interviews did not support Vail l's suggested
criteria and characteristi cs.
Chapter V reviews the case study and examines these
results.

Research questions three and four will also be

discussed because answers to these questions are not based
on hard data but rather inferences and conclusions drawn

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

151

from the data.

From this examination, conclusions are made

and a new interpretation of higher education organizational
theory will be presented.

Chapter Vends with

recommendations for future studies.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Chapter V ls divided into seven sections.

The first

section examines and summarizes the purposes of this case
study.

The second section addresses conclusions drawn

regarding research questions one and two.

The third and

fourth sections discuss research questions three and four
respectively.

Hypotheses three and four were not examined

in Chapter IV because the conclusions drawn concerning these
questions are based on information gathered that did not
relate to the questions asked during the interview.

Rather

the conclusions are suggested by inferences and incidental
data given by the forty-one subjects interviewed.

The fifth

section discusses the implications of the findings on
present theory concerning higher education organizations.
Section six identifies recommendations for future research,
and the last section offers a summary of the research.

SUMMARY OF THE PURPOSES OF THE CASE STUDY
One of the purposes of this case study was to look
beyond the descriptive theories of organized anarchy and
loose coupling and find a possible explanation of how
excellent performance can occur in a higher education
152
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organization described as anarchic and loosely coupled.
This case study examined the University of California, San
Diego's (UCSD) athletic department which year after year
produces excellence despite the so-called anarchic quality
of higher education organizations.
A second purpose of this study was to demonstrate
empirically that an example of Vail l's high performance
system can exist within the university-higher education
organization.

Although this model is not presently used to

describe the university and could therefore be considered a
competing way of looking at the organization and how it
performs, it is hoped that by finding an empirical example
of this model within the university its organizational
structure will be given greater clarity of understanding.
CONCLUSIONS: RESEARCH QUESTIONS 1 AND 2

Research Question #1:

Can an athletic department be

found, within the university-higher education organization,
which can be characterized as a high performance system?

Research Ouestton #2:

If so, what makes it a high

performance system?
The questions asked the Athletic Director, coaches, and
athletes of the UCSD athletic department during the
interviews were directly related to Vail l's (1984) suggested
criteria and characteristics of high performance systems.
Table 1 represents the findings of the research.

It

shows which questions/responses reflected Vall l's stated
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criteria and characteristics of high performing systems.
Out of the thirty-three questions asked during the
interview, sixteen responses supported his criteria and
characteristics.

Five of the criteria and three of the

characteristics were identified as existing within the UCSD
athletic department.
It ls Valli's (1984) contention that a system can be
defined as high performing which meets only one of his
stated criteria and characteristics (p.86).

Therefore, it

is the conclusion of this research that, using Vail l's
definition, the UCSD athletic department can be defined as a
high performance system because eight criteria and
characteristics were identified.
CONCLUSIONS: RESEARCH QUESTION 3

Research Question #3:

If an athletic department ls

found to have characteristics of high performance systems,
how did lt achieve this level of excellence?
Educational institutions in the United States do not
exist in a static world but in an environment that ls
influenced and framed by the events outside those
organizations.

The modern environment, because of the

complexity of modern society, is in a continuous state of
flux.

Therefore, the relationship between the school" and

the environment must also be constantly redefined in order
to keep up with this modern complexity (Abbot, 1975, p.176) .
••. education is one of the major institutions in
American society today.

As such, education is firmly

------------------------------------····
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TABLE 1
VAILL'S
CRITERIA:

RESEARCH QUESTION

%

AGREEMENT

1.Performlng excellently
against external
standar:-d.

1.How compare your
performance?

3.Performlng excellently
r:-elatlve to earlier
time.

3A&B.How compare the depart- 97.5%
ment/team when you
first arrived?

4.Judged substantially
better than comparative systems.

4.Judged by others to be
better?

85.0%

5.Using significantly
fewer resources.

SA.Budget? B.Above aver.,
aver., below aver.?
?.Athletic facilities:
above aver., aver.,
below aver.?

66.0%
76.0%

10C.Athletic depa.rtment
reflects own culture?

82.5%

7.Fulfi 11 a high level
of ideas of culture.

87.5%

CHARACTERISTICS:
70 .0%
2.Commitment to purposes
never perfunctory.

6.HPS are bounded from
their environment.

6A.Coaches make effort to
recruit?
6B.Talent:above aver.,aver.,
below aver.?
12A.Coaches extra effort?
12B.Coaches commitment?
12C.Motivatlon coaches?

80 .0%
90 .0%
85.0%
76.0%
82.5%

14A.Meet with supervisor?
10.0%
14B.Autonomy-review ed?
100.0%
14C.Interactions with other 100.0%
depar:-tments?
15A.Rest of university
76.0%
perceives ath.dept.?
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established within the basic fiber of our society and
culture.

Therefore, education can be considered and

instrument of cultural needs allowing society to get
the type of education it wants (Goodman, 1962, p.26;
Ross, 1958, p.9>.
In the area of athletics, society has historically
given colleges and universities a very clear message about
what it expects from their intercollegiate programs.

It has

been suggested by Brubacher and Rudy (1976> that the year
1880 be used as a dividing line between the earlier informal
period and the rise of big-time athletics in most of the
institutions of higher learning in this country.

From this

date onward coaches tended to become full-time employees of
the university and were incorporated into the faculty
structure.

Athletes were offered grants-in-aid or other

financial incentives to compete for an institution.

No

longer were athletic programs run or financed primarily by
student associations but rather were funded, at least in
part, by institutional or state tax funds.

This new

situation caused financial demands on athletic programs to
rapidly increase, bringing wealthy alumni, a primary source
of new financing, into a very influencial position within
some athletic programs.

As more and more spectators were

attracted to athletic contests, contractual and obligatory
schedules became proforma in order to control and generate
new funds.

College presidents also began to be influenced

by the increased popularity of their intercollegiate teams.
From the very beginning, the general belief of many of the
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presidents was that

11

an important factoc- in the drawing

power of any American institution of learning was the
prowess of its athletic teams" (p.132>.
The American emphasis on winning games for their
financial or publicity value, the mass enthusiasm of
college spirit, stimulated by bands and cheer leadec-s,
the high degree of pc-ofessional organization and
specialization involved in the really

11

big-time 11

athletic contests, were in many ways unique in the
world <Brubacher

&

Rudy, 1976, p.133).

Learning within American colleges and universities
became organized into both lnfoc-mal education, such as the
athletic programs, and into the formal instruction of the
academic courses of study.

Within this unique arrangement

can be seen the powec-ful influence of Amee-lean culture upon
the patterns of higher education <Brubacher
p.410>.

&

Rudy, 1976,

Thus, the increased interest and importance placed

upon intercollegiate athletics by American society came to
be reflected within the formal structure of collegiate
organization.
This idea of external forces changing the internal
stc-ucture of an organization has also been proposed by many
organizational theoc-ists.

Baldc-ldge (1977) states that many

theorists have decided that one of the prime reasons for
lac-ge scale change in organizations comes from external
pressures (p.124).

Scott (1983) pc-oposes that organizations

located in a complex and uncertain environment will exhibit
moc-e complex intec-nal stc-uctures due to external forces

.. ·--

----------···--------

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

158
Cp.172).

Weick (1974) goes a step further and feels that

organizations "are locked into circuits that extend beyond
artificial boundaries.

Environmental events cycle back

inside and rearrange ••• the organizatlon ••. 11 (p.358).
Finally, Jackson and Morgan state that a powerful
determinant on designing internal structure ls the external
environment (p.260).

All these theorist, then, identify

external environmental forces as a prime cause for internal
structural change thus reinforcing what Brubacher and Rudy
stated about the effect of American culture on the structure
of collegiate athletics.
Athletics, in comparison to other areas within the
university, seems to bring strong external environmental
forces to bear upon the university and its structure.
has not been exempt from these pressures.

UCSD

As coach #8

states, in the 1960/s the UCSD students voted out football
as reflection of their discontent with the establishment and
what it stood for in American culture.

In athletics

football is the very essence of the establishment .

This

elimination of football as an entity on the campus of UCSD
propelled the athletic program back into the realm of
intramurals and play days.

Slowly, the program was brought

back from the intramural emphasis to a national competitive
Division III athletic program.

Graph 2 in Chapter 4

illustrates how the subjects interviewed viewed this change:
97.5 percent agreed with the athletic director that the
program had gone from a sports club atmosphere to a national
caliber Division III program.
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Perhaps the cause of this change in philosophy at UCSD
ls that the sports interests within the university are
externally linked to the market and political forces in the
larger society (Hart-Nibbrlg

&

Cottingham, 1986, p.97>.

Various subjects interviewed gave examples of these forces
that are presently being brought to bear on UCSD to change
into an even more competitive program.

Athletes #?Band #8A

didn't feel that UCSD was keeping up with what the students
want.

What do the students want?

It seems that they want

to move UCSD from Division III to Division I or II.

(See

Appendix E which contains a significant article from the
school newspaper that reflects this new philosophical
change.)

Fifteen of the forty subjects interviewed gave

indication where this new perception could have possibly
come from.

They used the University of California, Los

Angeles (UCLA>, which is a Division I institution, as an
example of the type of program that UCSD should have and the
type of program that they wanted to be a part of.

As

Baldridge (1971> states:
Other education institutions form one of the most
important elements in the task environment for any
university ... An institution's role is often shaped by
its relation to others in its reference field, a field
that varies greatly for different institutions Cp.128>.
UCLA ls in UCSD students' reference field.

Thus, the

apparent desire to move UCSD out of Division III seems
related to other educational organizations and their views
of athletics.

This area of organizational-environmental
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relationships is perhaps the least developed area in the
study of organizations (Carlson, 1975, p.187).

Because of

these responses given during the interview process a causal
relationship between change within the UCSD athletic
department and the environment outside ls suggested.
However, if this relationship could be mc~e clearly
established, a more definitive answer might be found as to
why the UCSD athletic department dld reach this level of
excellence.
Another possible clue as to how UCSD reached such
excellence could be found in Aldrich and Pfeffer~s (1976)
discussion on the societal establishment of perception
within a subpopulation of an organization.

It ls their

contention that hiring personnel from the same industry
promotes within an organization a cormnon frame of reference.
a shared perception (p.95).
have been hired from the same
frame of reference".

The coaches of UCSD definitely
11

industry 11 and have a

11

cormnon

All the coaches were hired because of

their experience within the same industry- intercollegiate
athletics.

Not only did all the coaches have competitive

intercollegiate experience but some of them competed at
professional levels as well.

Therefore they came to UCSD

with a perception of what athletics was like, what lt was
supposed to be, and how to achieve the best results.

They

seemed to have what Aldrich and Pfeffer state as homogenized
perceptions (p.95).

These congruent perceptions not only

influence the unity of the athletic program at UCSD but
affect the future thrust of the athletic department.

Since
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all of the coaches either played at the Division I or
Division II level, they came into the UCSD athletic program
with a high level of expectation for excellence in athletic
performance because of the different emphasis on high levels
of performance inherent in Division I and II programs in
relationship to a Division III program.
Finally, Abbott (1975> discusses another aspect of
organizations that are influenced by external factorslevels of aspiration.

He states that the most important

source of levels of aspiration within an organization is
past performance.
When other factors are held constant, organizations
tend over time to adjust their aspirations for
performance to coincide with past performance (p.180).
If

Abbott ✓ s

contention is correct, the past level of

performance would have influenced the UCSD athletic
department to maintain it past low level of performance.
However, this ls not the case. In responding to interview
question 3A, ninety-seven and a half percent of those
interviewed agreed that they were performing better in
relationship to their performance in an earlier point of
time.

However, once they achieved this high level of

performance,

Abbott ✓ s

theory of adjusting present

aspirations for performance to coincide with past
performance makes more sense in explaining how they sustain
their present level of excellence.
Perhaps

UCSD ✓ s

increase in performance excellence can

better be explained by what Abbott feels is the second
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source of levels of aspiration, the comparison the
organization makes with other organizations .
In general organizations tend to adjust their levels of
aspiration to coincide with the performance achieved by
other organizations with which they compare themselves
(p

.180 >.

There has been a substantial improvement in the UCSD
performance level when compared to that of other Division
III schools.

Eighty-five percent of the responses given to

question 4A of the interview questions agreed that the
athletic teams at UCSD were performing better than other
Division III programs.

This improvement could be linked to

the stress on winning that ls inherent in any athletic
contest.

It could also be said that UCSD adjusted its level

of aspiration to coincide with the performance achieved by
other Division III organizations .

The only question that

does not seem to be answered in discussing Abbott's theory
on level of aspiration within an organization ls when does
one of these factors becomes dominant over the other factor,
thus influencing a change ln organizationa l performance
rather than a continuation ln organizationa l performance?
In responding to research question three, there seems
to be many possible answers as to how UCSD, as a high
performance system, achieved its level of excellence.

From

the discussion of the effect of American society and culture
on the establishment of athletics as an integral part of the
university to the societal establishment of perception
within a subpopulation of an organization and levels of
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aspiration within an organization, it ls obvious that the
environment outside American universities influence the very
structure and subject matter taught within these
institutions.

It would be safe to say, then, that the

environment outside UCSD played a significant role in
influencing the successful development of the athletic
department.
CONCLUSIONS: RESEARCH QUESTION 4

Research Question #4:

How can a high performance

system exist ln an organization described as an
organizational anarchy and/or a loosely coupled system?
In a loosely coupled system

11

flawed feedback, or the

inability of the various units to communicate, is often the
major source of looseness" (Weick, 1982, p.402).

During the

course of this study it became quite apparent that the
people interviewed in the athletic department at UCSD did
not feel that there was significant communication between
their department and the other academic departments within
the university.

The responses given by the coaches to

question 14C found that there was a one-hundred percent
agreement between them and the Athletic Director that there
was no formal interaction between the athletic department
and the academic areas of the university.

The only

interdepartmental interactions that the coaches acknowledged
was with such departments as student affairs and
maintenance.
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This research did not address whether or not flawed
feedback was the cause of the lack of communication.
However, this research did address the issue of how the rest
of the university viewed the UCSD athletic department and
program.

The academic departments; view of the importance

of research within a university established research as the
measurement by which all departmental activities were
evaluated at UCSD.

Those departments whose activities did

not involve research were not considered important.

This

institutional norm stressing the importance of research at
UCSD was indicated by the subjects interviewed.

One of

these subjects felt that everything at UCSD was Judged in
relationship to the generation and quality of research and
since athletics was not involved in any research the
department was not considered an important entity with the
university structure.

Many of the other subjects

interviewed agreed with this point of view and stated
further that they felt that the stress on research within
the university brought either negative or absent feelings to
bear upon the athletic department.

Some of the comments of

those interviewed were:
Athletic Director: There are not a whole lot of people
that pay a lot of attention to the athletic program.
Coach #1: The academic community probably doesn;t think
that we reflect the philosophy of the institution
because they see no place for athletics at a school
like this.
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Coach #8: The academic department considers the
athletic department as a thorn in their side.
Coach #10: I don't think that most of the people on
campus think the athletic department has a lot to do
with the culture ••. ls considered a frivolous thing
to do.
Athlete #SB: This school doesn't like athletics.
Athlete #6A: The academic area sees the athletic
department as a nuisance.
Athlete #6B: The academic area don't know we exist.
They don't know anything about it ... how many
teams ... what each team did ••• they just wouldn't
know about it.
Athlete #6C: They don't think about the athletic
department at all.
Athlete #8C: The academic area really dislikes the
athletic program .•. they don't want the athletic
program here at all.
Athlete #9B: I don't think they would find it very
worth while to see how the teams perform.
In view of the above responses. it could be stated that the
athletic department had difficulty communicating its views
and the importance of its activities to the academic portion
of the university.
The Athletic Director seemed to also agree that the
athletic department has difficulty communicating with the
rest of the university.

She stated, in response to question

11A, that she felt that one of the main purposes of the
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athletic department was to generate greater visibility and
spirit within the university.
interviewed agreed with her.

Seventy-five percent of those
Thirty-two percent

specifically stated that the athletic department's purpose
was to generate spirit and promote the athletic program
within the university.

They seem to acknowledge that there

is a miscommunica tion and therefore a certain looseness
between the their department and the rest of the university.
Weick (1982b) and Scott (1981) discuss what effect
looseness between departmental units has on the structural
elements of an organization.

It ls their belief that the

looseness provides each departmental unit with the ability
to vary independently and be more sensitive to their local
environment.

This sensitive mechanism can detect variations

within their immediate environment (p.387 & p.248).

This

theorical perspective seems to suggest that loose coupling
not only encourages unique local adaptation but that the
adaptation response that does occur ls not necessarily the
same for each part of the organization.

Ouchi (1978> seems

to agree with this conclusion when he states:
Given that individual departments have needs for
control that must be tailored to their specific tasks,
people, histories and microenvironm ents, it ls
desirable that each department follow somewhat
different protocols for control.

Thus inconsistency or

loose coupling through the hierarchy ls to be expressed
and encouraged (p.283>.

--

----------- ---------

--------------· --------------- ----------
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Weick (1982a> also feels that loose coupling should be
encouraged because it perserves the professional needs for
autonomy within an educational organization by allowing
novel solutions and local accommodations to occur (p.675).
Perhaps this ls what Weick (1977b) calls effective
anarchy:
•.• effective anarchy? •.• a unit that tolerates the fact
that its technology and goals are unclear and that its
personnel are transient; is lt a unit that makes do
inspite of these circumstances; ls it a unit that never
raises effectiveness issues or even uses this
adjective; ls lt a unit that

minimizes the return to

the organization, or what Cp.212)?
It is this concept of an effective anarchy that ls
central to the explanation of how a high performance system
can exist within an organization described as an organized
anarchy and/or a loosely coupled system.

Acknowledging that

one of the problems of an organized anarchy and a locdely
coupled system is the inability of the various units to
communicate, the advantage of such systems ls that they
allow individual department units to vary independently in
response to their environment.

The ability of an organized

anarchy and a loosely coupled system to tolerate novel
solutions, local accommodations, and a great deal of
ambiguity enabled the UCSD athletic department to develop
into a high performance system.

The athletic department was

able to respond to the performance expectations of its
environment and develop a high performance system that was

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

168
able to provide the level of excellence that ls expected of
athletic teams by people outside the university.

Thus it ls

because the university ls an organized anarchy and a loosely
coupled system that this development was able to take place.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS ON PRESENT THEORY
Many present-day theorists view the higher education
organization as being nonrational in nature.

Many of them

describe the university and collegiate organizations as
being organized anarchies (March

&

Olsen, 1979> that exhibit

loosely coupled characteristi cs (Weick, 1982) and reflect
fundamental ambiguities (Bolman & Deal, 1984).

Although

these theorists describe the university organization ln
compatible. non-rational terms. the ambiguity that ls
central to both theories ls also central to their
theoretical results.

They do not tell us why or how the

exhibited organized anarchy or loosely coupled
characteristi cs occur.

Thus. they seem to eliminate much of

the practical application of their theories.

The inability

of these theorists to explain educational institutions in
more clearly definable terms ls a central issue involved in
this research.
Being pragmatic this researcher wanted to understand
the educational organization in clearer terms in order to
provide a more distinct model for those individuals who must
lead these institutions during our present. complex times.
This is not to say that organized anarchy or loose coupling
are out-dated theoretical terms.

Rather it ls to realize
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that they are descriptive terms that are describing what ls
being exhibited within educational organization but not why.
As Bennis and Nannus (1985> state "part of the problem ls
the lack of understanding of the various 'organizational
selves' .•• in all organizations" (p.48>.
It ls this researcher's belief that higher education
organizations have many and varied organizational selves,
and that past theoretical error has been to try to explain
these organizations in simple, monolith terms.

Higher

education organizations have very complex organizational
structures.

The ambiguity exhibited by these organizations

ls due in part to the variety of organizational structures
that can be found with in the modern American university.
Perhaps the higher education organization should be
considered as an umbrella organization that provides a loose
and external structure which allows its varied
organizational parts to develop their own distinct structure
that best fits their individual environmental needs.

The

UCSD athletic department developed a high performance
systems structure as it adapted to the external American
cultural demands that expects a winning program and
excellent performance from lncolleglate sports programs.
Thus, the permeability of educational organizational
boundaries allows the environment to intrude and help form
the very substructure of the organization itself .
..• in most large organizations different subunits face
different environments ••. the more diverse the
environments that different units face, the more
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differentlatl on in structure ls needed CBolman

&

Deal,

1984, p.47>.

What this researcher ls suggesting ls that there ls a
definite differentiati on in organizationa l structure between
the various subunits and/or departments within the
educational organization.

This differentiati on ls caused by

the demands placed the external environment and by the
specific tasks these subunits and/or departments are being
asked to perform.

These demands not only influence the

structure of this umbrella organzatlon but also its goals
and the participation of its units into the activities of
the whole institution.
The goals of the umbrella organization would have to be
unclear in order to accommodate the different
individual goals.

subunits ✓

The question is to whom are these

lnstitutional goals unclear?

They could be considered

general by the subunits because of their generic nature.
They could be considered unclear by people outside the
educational organization if these same people saw the
various subunits functioning with different goals and
purposes.

The participation , within the umbrella

organization, would have to be fluid to enable the various
organizationa l units to participate in umbrella activities
according to their own unit needs and purposes.

These

subunits could therefore have selective participation .

A

great deal of ambiguity would be exhibited as the different
parts of the umbrella organization function using different
goals and fluid institutional particlpation .
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The. implications on present organizationa l theory, of
thinking of an educational institution as an umbrella
organization, are clear.

It will provide a theoretical

basis that will assist leaders of educational organizations
in having a clearer and more pragmatic view of their own
organizations .

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
1.

Future research should validate the interpretatio n

of the higher education organization given in this research.
2.

Future research should examine the different

subunits and/or departments within the higher education
organization to see if another empirical example of a high
performance system can be found.
3.

Future research should examine if all university

and college athletic programs can be identified as high
performance systems.
4.

Future research should examine the problem created

if not all athletic departments can not be identified as
high performance systems: why can some athletic departments
be identified as high performance systems and not others?
5.

Future research should address how in an athletic

department, identified as a high performance system, can
portions of that department not be performing excellently.
6.

Future research should examine higher education

organizations to see if empirical examples of other
organizationa l models can be identified within the
organizationa l structure of these institutions.
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7.

Future research should examine which forces within

the environment of a university or college have the greatest
effect on the subunit structure of the organization; i.e.,
market or political forces, other educational institutions,
or societal norms.

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH
This case study revealed that, using Vaill~s suggested
criteria and characteristics as a guide, the athletic
department at the University of California, San Diego could
be identified as a high performance system.

In addressing

the question of how the athletic department achieved this
level of excellence, the findings suggest that the
environment outside the university played a significant role
in influencing the successful development of the department.
The findings also suggest that the athletic department was
able to exist as a high performance system within the
university organization because of the ability of an
organized anarchy and a l·oosely coupled system to tolerate
novel solutions, local accommodations, and a great deal of
ambiguity while still maintaining its own unique identity.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Background: How long have you been at the University?
1. How would you compare the performance of your
athletic department (or~> with other Division III
departmer~ (or teams>?
2. What has been the departments (or teams> performance
in N.C.A.A. regional or national competition?
3A. How would you compare the athletic department (or
your team> now to where it was when you first arrived UCSD?
B. Do you feel that there has been an improvement, a
leveling off, or a decrease in development?
4. Has the athletic department (or your team> ever been
Judged by others to be better than other Division III
departments (or teams>?

SA. What is the budget for the athletic department <or

your: team>?

B. Based on your knowledge do you feel that it/s above
average, average, or below average in relationship to
other Division III athletic departments <or teams>?

6A. As a department ls there <or As a coach is there or
Does your coach make> a concentrated effort to recruit
talented athletes?
B. Based on your knowledge do you feel that the talent
represented by the student/athletes in the athletic
department (or on your team> is above average, average,
or below average in relationship to other Division III
departments (or teams>?
7. How would you compare the athletic facilities at
U.C.S.D. with other Division III institutions: above
average, average, or below average?
8. In competing against other Division III teams, do
you feel that U.C.S.D.'s athletic team/s uniforms, equipment
and travel schedules are above average, average, or below
average in comparison to these teams?
9A. How do you feel other Institutions (or coaches or
teams> view u.c.s.D.'s athletic department (or specific

i§.am)?

B. Based on your experience has the U.C.S.D. athletic
program influenced any other institution's athletic
program in any way?
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10A. Considering the athletic department ls a part of
the total university environment, how would you say the
department reflects the ideas of culture of this university?
B. What would you think others outside of the
athletic department would say condernlng how the
department reflects the ideas of the culture of UCSD?
C. Would you say the athletic department better
reflects its own culture rather than the university as
a whole?
11A. What would you say are the broad purposes of the
athletic department of U.C.S.D.?
B. What objectives do you see as important to
fulfilling these purposes?
12A. Do you feel that the ucsp athletic team coaches
Cor you as a coach or your coach> give extra effort beyond
what ls expected of .t.rumi (or Y.QM or him/her>?
B. How committed do you feel the coaches are Cor
you are> to your previously stated broad purposes and
objectives of the athletic department?
C. How would you describe the motivation of the
coaches? (coaches only: How motivated are you?>
13A. What do you perceive the task of the athletic
department to be?
B. Do you feel that all members of the department are
committed to this task?
c. Do you feel that the lndlyidual aboye you (or
indiylduals below you> in the hierarchy are committed
to this task? Are you committed to the task of the
athletic department?
D. Have any new or innovative methods beenintroducted
within the athletic department (or your team or ..t.b.e.
specific team> since you have been involved in the
athletic program?
Omit Question #14 for team members:
14A. How often do you meet with your direct supervisor
(or the individual whose responsibilities include the
athletic department>?
B. How much autonomy do you have in you position? .•. Are
you often reviewed?
c. As a department (or coach>, do you have any
interactions with other departments within the
university- either through formal or informal contacts?
D. Do the coa~ <or~) have other academic
responsibilities besides coaching?
E. If so, who decides these academic responsibilities?

·-·····---·-·-·-- -·

--·-··----

---------------------
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15A. How would you describe how the rest of the
university perceives the athletic department?
B. Would you say the athletic department represents a
typical or atypical university department as you
perceive it?
C. In what way?
D. NOTE: only ask if the person considers the
department to be atypical: Would you say that the
department ls considered a problem by other departments
in the university because of this atypical nature?
16. Would you like to add anything to the answers you
that you already have given?
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO
N.C.A.A. Athletic Record: 1981-1985
Division III
WOMEN'S VOLLEYBALL:
1981- N.C.A.A.
1982- N.C.A.A.
1983- N.C.A.A.
1984- N.C.A.A.
1985- N.C.A.A.

National Champions
Championship Tournament: 2nd Place
Championship Tournament: 2nd Place
National Champions
Regional Tournament: Final Eight

WOMEN'S TENNIS:
1982- N.C.A.A. Championship Tournament: 2nd Place
1984- N.C.A.A. Championship Tournament: 2nd Place
1985- N.C.A.A. National Champions
MEN'S TENNIS:
1982- N.C.A.A. Championship Tournament: 3rd Place
MEN'S GOLF:
1985- N.C.A.A. Championship Tournament: 2nd Place
MEN'S SWIMMING:
1984- N.C.A.A. Championship Tour-nament: 3rd Place
1985- N.C.A.A. Championship Tournament: 3rd Place
WOMEN'S SWIMMING:
1985- N.C.A.A. Championship Tournament: 3rd Place
1984-85: 12 teams qualified for N.C.A.A. regional or
national championship tournaments; 5 teams in top
three nationally
Last 4 Years: average 33 All-Americans per year; 3 women
volleyball players named national athlete of the
year- 1985, 1984, 1983
Academic: 40 percent of all athletes achieved a 3.0 GPA or
better; three student/athletes of the graduating
class of 1985 were among 5 graduating seniors to be
selected for the academic and extracurricular
contributions award.
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- - - - - 1 sea-as NATl0NAL ACHIEVEMENTS ...._ __

NCAA DIVISION III
SECOND PLACE
Men's Golf
Women's Swimming
THIRD PLACE
Men I s Swimming
ADDITIONAL NATIONAL RANKINGS
#1
Women's Water Polo (USA Collegiate Nationals)
#7
Men's Soccer
#10 Women's Volleyball
#14
Men's Baseball
#15 Men's Water Polo (NCAA Open Division)
#16 Men's Volleyball (NCAA Open Division)
#19 Men's Fencing (NCAA Open Division)

Individual National Champions •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 12
NCAA All-Americans ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 29
Other All-Americans •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 4
Individual Qualifyers for NCAA Post Season Championships ••••••••• l07
Teams with Athletes in NCAA Championships •••••••••••••••••••••••• 11

1985-86 UCSD INDIVIDUAL NATIONAL CHAMPIONS

Roger Brisbane
Men's Swimming
Butch Cramer
Men I s Swimming
Derron Fredrick
Men's Swimming
Bill Kazmierowicz
Men' s Swimming
Tracy Mulvany
Women's Swimming
Jeff Stabile
Men's Diving

100

&

200 Yard Butterfly

&

400 Yard Medley Relay

400 Yard Medley Relay
400 Yard Medley Relay
200 Individual Medley, 1650 Freestyle & 400 Medley Relay
500 Yard Freestyle
One

&

&

1650 Yard Freestyle

Three-Meter Diving
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SEASON RESULTS
MBB'S BASE:BBA:MLlJt,---------tRARKED 14TB

WOMBB'S SOFTBALL----- -----

Bead Coach: Lyle Yates
Won: 22 Lost: 19 Tied: 2
Second Place at West Regional
Team MVP: Bob Natal
MEB'S BASD'J'BiAALTJi,-- --------Head Coach: Tom Marshall
Won: 14 Lost: 12
Team MVP: Greg Kamansky
WOHBN'S BASKJrl'BiAAJL3u_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Bead Coach: Coll~en Wight
Won: 29 Lost: 13
So. Cal. Softball Conf. Champion
Team MVP: Patty Campbell

Head Coach: Judy Malone
Won: 11 Lost: 14
Team MVP: Sumda Elzy & Beicli Jungl.q

DR'S CREtPT------------Head Coach:

Jon Lawson

WOMEN'S CREliPJ------- ----Bead Coach: Jack Vallerga
MBB'S CROSS C01JB'rR?i------ -Bead Coach: Andy Skief
~ird at West Regional
Team MVP: Chris Thomas

COIJNTR?,---------

WOMEN'S CROSS
Head Coach: Andy Skief
Third at West Regional
Team MVP: Sabrina Jensen

WOHBN'S
Head
Won:
Team

FERCIRG~---- ----Coach: Lynne Antonelli
8 Lost: .8
MVP: Leslie Richter
COED GOLF
2ffl> IN BCAA
Head Coach: Mike Wydra
Won: 13 Lost: 5
Team MVP: Pat Weishan

Head
Won:
West
WOMEN'S
Head
Won:
Team

R.ARKED

7TB

Coach: Derek Armstrong
23 Lost: 3
Regional Champions
SOCCE:a.------ -----

Coach: John Leaney
9 Lost: 10 Tied: 2
·MVP: Adriene Clark

Bead Coach: Bill Morgan
Won: 4 Lost: 4
Team MVP: Bill Kazmierowicz
WOMBB'S SWIMMING & DIVIRG-2ffl> IN NCAA

Bead Coach: Bill Morgan
Won: 9 Lost: 1
Team MVP: Tracy Mulvany

HEN'S TEHBIS------:=======-Head Coach: Jim Schanback
Won: 11 Lost: 12
Team MVP: John Mapes

TENRis----------~

WOMBB'S
Head Coach: Liz LaPlante
Won: 9 Lost: 9
Team MVP: Jessica Vernon

MEN'S TRACK & FI:IEIBLJD[)-------- -

Bead Coach: Andy Skief
Team,MVP: Henry, Joe, John Garon

MBB'S JEBCDtG~-----um IN 1'CAA
Head Coach: Lynne Antonelli
Won: 15 Lost: 1
West Regional Champs - Epee
Team MVP: Mark Chdste

MEN'S SOCCER:

HEB'S SWDMIHG & DIVIN""'G-:.:.~3BD_..;u
....N_c_AA
__

WOMBB'S TRACK & F'IIEIEL,DO-------Bead Coach: Andy Skief
Team MVP: Gisele English

HEB'S V
Bead Coach: Digger Graybill
Won: 14 Lost: 11
Team MVP: Eric Hallman
WOMEll'S V

...

16TB

10TB

p
Bead Coa_ch: Doug DannevH.
Won: 26 Lost: 19
Team MVP: Christy Wada
HEN'S WATER POLo------RANDD 15TB
Head Coach: Denny Harper
Won: 19 Lost: 15
Team MVP: Duncan Millar
WOMEN'S WATER POI.0--USA NAT'L CHAMPS
Bead Coach: Denny trarper
Won: 19 Lost: 4
Team MVP: "The Team"
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-------1 sas-aa

TRITON ALL-AMERICANS-----

Michelle Brafman •• ·••••••••••••••• Women's Swimming
Roger Brisbane ••••••••••••••••••• Men's Swimming
Mary Baylick ••••••••••••••••••••• Women's Water Polo
Chris Carrillo ••••••••••••••••••• Men's Swimming
Jim Cavataio ••••••••••••••••••••• Men's Swimming
Mark Christe •••••••••••••••••••• Men's Fencing
Butch Cramer ••••••••••••••••••••• Men's Swimming
Shannon Delaney •••••••••••••••••• women's Swimming
Dave Dolotta ••••••••••••••••••••• Men's Swimming
Derron Fredrick •••••••••••••••••• Men's Swimming
Kip Fulbeck •••••••••••••••••••••• Men's Swimming
Alison Gilmore ••••••••••••••••••• Women's Swimming
Dianna Gray •••••••••••••••••••••• women's Swimming
Jenny Hohne •••••••••••••••••••••• Women's Water Polo
Julie Hicks •••••••••••••••••••••• Women's Diving
Dave Bigdon •••••••••••••••••••••• Men's Swimming
Anita Hi11 ••••••••••••••••••••••• women's Swimming
Dan Kahl••••·•·••··•···•··•···•··Men's Water Polo
Bill Kazmierowicz •••••••••••••••• Men's Swimming
Laura Knochenhauer ••••••••••••••• women's Swimming
Janell Lowe•••••····•~••••···•···WOmen's Water Polo
John MapeS•••••••·••··•···•·····•Men's Tennis
Maggie Mericke1 •••••••••••••••••• Women's Tennis
Tracy Mulvany •••••••••••••••••••• Women'~ Swimming
Michelle Ruble ••••••••••••••••••• women's Swimming
Jennifer Rennick ••••••••••••••••• Women's Water Polo
Marc Sandknop •••••••••••••••••••• Men's Tennis
Debbie Smith ••••••••••••••••••••• women's Swimming
Jeff Stabile ••••••••••••••••••••• Men's Diving
Michelle Steinberger ••••••••••••• Women's Swimming
Kevin Sullivan ••••••••••••••••••• Men's Swimming
Jessica Vernon ••••••••••••••••••• women's Tennis
Pat Weishan •••••••••••••••••••••• Men's Golf
FOUB.-lEAR ALL-AMBRICABS

Butch. Cramer
Alison Gilmore

NO-YEAR. ALL-AMBRICABS

Men's Swimming
Women's Swimming

THREE-lEAR ALL-AMBRICABS

Michelle Brafman
Dave Higdon
Bill Kazmierowicz
Jessica Vernon
Pat Weishan

'Women's Swimming
Men's Swimming
Men's Swimming
Women's Tennis
Men's Golf

Kip Fulbeck
Bill Kazmierowicz
Laura Knochenhauer
Duncan Millar
Irene Mons
Tracy Mulvany

Men ' s Swimming
Men's Water Polo
Women's Swimming
Men's Water Polo
Women's Swimming
Women's Swimming
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA. SAN DIEGO

MONDAY, MARCH 10, 1986

VOLUME 57, 1#19

Divisional Dilemma s
.

.

By JOHN SCHACHT, GUS SANTOYO & MAlT LAIT
·

W

HEN BARRY CUNNINGHAM first came to UCSt> as an assistant
basketball coach in 1967, ~e· athletic potential had Cunningham •
·
salivating. Being a pan of a thriving community,_ a growing
institution, as well as a member of .the p~stigious UC educational system,
intercollegiate athletics at UCSD wol:Ud inevitably-be a vital part .of college life
for the athletes and student body. But after nineteen years of invol~ment .with
UCSD, many as. the head basketball.coach, Cunningham can only sit and
wonder..
.
··
Please ·nam to page 12
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even if the cost will be more."
• •When a team is not in a
conference: every game on .the
schedule counts for possible
tournament play, whereas if a
Co.ntinucd from.page 1
·
· may become increasingly difficult . team is in a cpnference only
wrhe hardest part of ~ job of to maintain this Division DI .
league games matter.
being an athletic coach was to
philosophy. lit this two-part
· •"When we lost on December
look at this ~pus and see
investigative report, we examine.
17, I might as well have stopped
what it could be athleticall}'. and
some of the probl~ms that. have
playing right then~ technically. •
whatJt is - between the dream plagued UCSD Athletics.
We had nothing more to play
when I was-fust ·hired and.the'
for. It can't be that way. Whittier
reality. That was the _most
·
Item: UCSD is the largest Division
and· Pomona-Pitzer (teams in the
difficult part being an athl¢c
Ul school in the nation, seven and
SCIAC conference) can lose all ."
coach at UCSD."
· a half times larger than ~ of its
their games untilJanuary 17. and
Cunnm ~•s disappointment competition. --Registration (ee
it doesn't matter. They have only
stemS from. th~ university's
intem Katy Haberkern. · ·
eight league games that count for
i::onseiYative approach· to
•
.••What _are you (UCSD) doing
playoffs. We have 24," - ·
~nrerco.!l~~ amletics. The .
in Division ill? With a school
Marshall
·
philosop1Wof the athletic
this !Jig you ought to be cleaning •"The. only teams that can
program; according to a 1986-87 up· in Division mr -Fonner
. compete as an Independent are
budget request, has been "to: ·
NBA. star and Notre Dame Allin Division I and nationally
allow the maximum number of
American John Shumate; Coach
known like DePaul, Notre Dame,
students to enjoy the challenges
of Grand Canyon College and
• .Dayton and Marquette." -UCSDand exhiliration of healthy
winner of UCSD's la-Jolla Classic Baske~all Coach Tom Marshall.
athletic: competition." UCSD, in
Basketball Tournament _
adherence to this policy, has
been one.of the most successful · •·You guys (UCSD) shOuld.nt• be
Division DI, you are too big." athletic pro~ in NCAA
W L Pct
· Athletic direetor at UC" Davis.
Division DI, including the
,-.DIIIII. ·•••••••• 18 I .78Z
.
QIIDIJIDa
•••••••••
21- • •711
winninges t women's progmm in
•Other schools "have no
PIILNIIIIIDIII· ••••••• 11 7 .720
the nation There are more
business telling.us what . Division l.'MIIIL ••••••••••
; 18 I . .11M
sports available to the students at . we should be i~." ~ike Hipp,
11 I JIJD
....ai.. .-...... . ti .I .fJ/II1
UCSO than in any other school
assistant athlenc director.
18 10 .111
in the UC sysrem widi over 700
••1 don't think our size is unfair. ·
·
11 10 .aoo
IIC:II) •••••••••• ••• 14 11 .1111)
athletes competing in over 28
We're totally in compliance with
14 11 .l80
sports. ..
.
Division DI NCAA philosophy.
12 .UD
Yet this rosy ·side has a· Dip
Pomoha-P(rzer has a budget
css. .......... .... . 13
11 11 .423
side that does not hide some
7
11
twice of what is ours: Isn't that
.280
\all······
······~·
urs...........
.... . 122 .,.
other real problems facing the
unfair?" ,Judith Sweet, UCSD
athletic depamnenc the lack of
Alhletic Direetor.
. LA Times Standings
·
· funds. for .facilities! equipment,
•Pomona Pilzer, _with· an
and co~es salanes;_ sch~uling. . enrollment of about 1500 raises
• Because the baseball team was .
confllcrs - competing against
more funds than a school of
not in. a conference last year,
sci1Dols ~ n g some roughly
1+000
.
.they felt they were robbed of a
so times smaller; ind~nde m
~. · f
playoll'bid.
·
thrills this
status with unlikely playoff' ·
• "'ne o my :gtHWC
•"Because we are a big school
aspirations; and coin~ting · .
}'!!ar was bead!'! .a ~~ool the
they are holding that against us,
agaiqst scholatShip programs.
stze of UCSD. -David Appleby,
but that's not fair to my
Add to these difficulties. th~ .
basketball p~yer at C¥5t .
ballplayers. They didn't choose to
phenomenal WOWth of the UCSD College. Christ C~llege s .
be· an Independent, or be in
stude_nt popufation, which is
. undergraduate eruollinent IS 250.
Division DI -· they're the ones
projected to be approximately
•Thn:e_years ago the NCAA
being dealt a bad hand." -Lyle
20 000 in the year 2000, and it.
defeated a proposal that sought.
Yates, UCSD ~ball coach, May
'
to put an attendance- ceiling of
of
1985.
5-6,00 students for Division lll
•"Three years ago we decided to
schools. · ·
•UCL.A. Division I; UC Berkeley move out of the NAIA Division,
because we thought it was unfair
Divison I; UCSanta BaJbara, .
Division l; UC Irvine, Division l; to compete against scholarship
schools.~ .-Sweet
·
UC Davis, Diviskin D; UC
•Teams like the warer polo and ,
Riverside, Division D. Only UC
men's volleyball have to oompete.-;
Santa Cnaz - with an .
in .an Open Division. In an
.enrollmem of 7,000 - and
.
Open Division, UCSD's Division
UCSD are·.Division DI.
DI teams compete against
iton: UCSD comP,etts as an · · Division I and II schools who
lndqierulent nithir t~an competing can give scholarships for the ·
in a conference. Some UCSD teams same nati.onal championships.
ur-'- sta~ in non-Con'm
••Every year, ~ knock off some
nce
compete against Division l and U
!.I'
schools in open divisions.
· of the top teams in the nation.·
sP.JfU, like baseball'.$ Bob
Natal
but it's tough to compete against
(above), cannot .receive all-league
•Add Marshall:·"lt's tantamount
what I call.the 'professional
accolades.
~
----... --."""" '-~=~ ... that we get into a con,erenc
programs' like (Division I
e .

IA. problems
or

••

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
=
...,,_ ..........
.•........... ~.
...................

. . . .. . . . .

0000000h0
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scholarship schools) Pepperdi~e ·
and Stanford." -Water polo
coach Denny. Harper. ·
•Sweet agrees that getting UCSD
into a. conference is important,
however, she feels the process
may be slow. "We are ~ussing .
the possibilities of a conference· ·
right now. We. want to develop
our. relationships. with otl:ter
Division m institutions that. have
academic standards similar to
ours.. Such MU schools as MIT,
Un_iversity of Chicago, RIT, Case
Western-and Emory University
are some of the top 50 research
universities in the counay, of
which we ~re one.. We can get
the identity with both academic
exceBence and hopefully athletic
excellence."
·
·
•Add Sweet "Our geographical
location is a'handicap because
there ·are not many Division lll
teams in the West." The
basketball team has to ask the
NCAA for waiver of a rule stating
that a t~am must play fifty
percent of its games against ·
Division lll institutiens because
of they can't schedule enough
local schools.
•

Item: Coaching at UCSD
•Three of the main concems of
UCSD coaches are "a lack of
•conuruttment to die program on
the part of the administration, ·
lack bf recognition and support
by UCSD, and extremely low .
salaries." -Registtation ~e
Committee intern Katy

Haberkem.
•Coaches at UCSD make
between ~;000 and $13,000.
· !ICoa-ches do not receive .
benefits:
·
. •~It's veiy pompous fqr· us to
. beat our diests and.say what a
great attlletic program ~ have
with almost all part time· coaches.·
· In ~ it's ludicrous." -_Bany
Cunningham, physical education
insttuetor.
. •"The administtation does not
go out of _its way to help you or

-----·.

-

-..._.

• make you feel wanted." Marshall
·•"It's frustrating to give
everything you've. got into a. .
program and have constraints
[.
that keep the program from
being eyen better. We don't have ~
enough facilities, we don't have
•
-enough funding, and _the coaches ·
·don't even have offices. I
.
understand the position of the
administtation and professors,
· and l also. feel exi;ellence in .
·academics is the priority. But I
wish they would realize the
-importance of a good a!hleric
program for the school and the
sti.tdents - both pla~rs and
fans." Judy Malone, UCSD
women's.basketball coach.
•A lot of coaches that have
. come- here _with some great new
ideas have been stepped on and
smashed so many times that they
say 'Fuck it I can't take it any
more. I'm busting my bua and I
ain't getting shit .for it." -A
coacli at UCSD.
·
•·Coaches coming into our .
program shol.ild realize the
Division m. philsophy and if they
can't agree with it, there are
many other C:Uvision I sc~ools
that can hire their services." Andy Skief, assistant athletic ·
director, and ttack and field
coach. ·
••You really can't expect· any
athletic program to improve .
without full time coaches." -Bill
Morgan, UCSD swim coach.
•In order to supplement bis
income, soccer coach Derek
Armsoong coaches the local
Nom:ads club.
•Maishall has two other. jobs to
help his own finances.
•Skief is the only coach who is
a full time faculty member,
Part two of this invesdgadve
report will da1 with a!tffldana.
mnddng andjimd,aising.
Flip Hamso·ri and K~
Halberkem ·contributed to this
article...

---··------------~···
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
dcPirtant <or a> vlth other Division

OOESTilll 11:llall W11Uld yma c:mpare the perfoniance of ymar athJetie

III

departprnt:, <or WIii!!>?

A.D.'S RESPIIISB: Performance defined as siccess? ... tem ... ve are one of the at CClll{letllive DIII te• ln the c:ountry, as evidenced by
the mamer of cha111lcmhips either 11011 or participated ln the last year,

ATl!Lffl'S RESPIIISB

I OiACII ii: .. .wne good or better than most D111 iii:liools,i
I
I
I
I
I

IAtHLtr! iiX: I think ve have more talent and ability prcbably on
l~fa: .. ,fraa iihat I see ve are better than alot of other
lffmd i!C: .. ,the other teams are not bad, Just aren't as strong.•

1..,COA....,.~""H-ztl"':,..lr-::can=•nt'"'r==e::,ai~l,=-=caap=are=-"'us=-bec=au=se:-::as=-fr:ar~as=----,,,A'"'t&L"""tr'".11""t"'iA"'..:--."th"='af.., s'"'h:-=ar==a'"'f. , o'"'sa=-y,. ,bec=a"'use,, ,. mar=""f"'eame:-,1"'s"'y011=ng""...-- 11 knaw, there ls only one other DIII tea vhlch w CClll{lete agatnstlcqmarm tg tbc gtber team ye dtd,,.pretty wJ 1,1
IATl!Lffl 128: ...ve aren't that good., ,ilbcllt average,
1AfliLE'it t.t:, .. slhiitly above average.i
OiACII 13: ...OCSD has a sli!Slf disadvantage mainly die
1Xfiill1'£ &:I'd say of a iiiiole ve are pretty wale.
to the academic: standards that are required for the athlete to I
coqiete, con"'ntly ve do not get sea of the better athletes. l11'":nlL£'1'_...11,..i3B"""':"'i""t""'ee"'i""'ve""""'are"""""'a.,.i..,lt"'t""le'"'be""""tt"'er,,...,th""an""""th'"'e'"'r""est="of,.,..,D"'l"ll""'11Al'll1~:Uf"""11,.,i9C-:~Xc::it::-:ua::,l-r.ly:-,-:ve::-ch-::av==e""'a:-tr:a:r.1r:,1::-y-:::gaoc1="1!0:,,,llrTI-it=ea11~.,=-----

l

OiACII i4:i personally feel that ve are the best DIii
lteam on the vest coast.•

I
I

I

IATHtffl iU:l think ve are iiilng so iicli better than other Dill
IWlll,.1
1Afiitklt @: .. •above average.,
I
l'"AtBLtt_.,,•11rm~:"'l""t~h~ln~i~ve~are~t~h"'e""besf=""'1"'n""th'"'e'"'~=t~.,~-----

1

, ...cilA~1;a'll'"li51:':::"',..~Pi"a:::ye::ra-:s:r:1x:""T:u=me=s-::-,,D:n11rTt"lf'='eams=.--i:,r.e,::De:::a:rt"lt'C:nem=-----.,1x111~ -111,.ri15XA:r.::'ll'i"lt""h-:::o=th=er::-mn1rTIT"ITfe::,:ams=-we~cii==-:e:::x=ce:I'(T':Je:::1nf:-,-::-,- - - - -

Iall pretty ccnvlnclngly, Ve vere quite a bit better.I

I
IA11!tBLtf"'""'11'"iSB11e1r::i,iiii:::r:-r:te=am:-r.1s:-a::11:::ot.-cbe:rftr:e::r-:an::drmor=e=-=siipii=1~s1r::ca::it~ed:r::1abcii=t=--dc:ilth other blll tea11S ...ve cii very veli,t
OiAC11 16: ie are third in the nation .. ,1
IATHtffl i&\:Predy gaod,1
I
l11!AtBLtf"'""'11r-s:ii68!r.!:Pre=ti:ty:-:111=cn=-supe==r:r.lor::-;.1.----------1
lll!AtBLtf"'""'11r-s:iiQ;!1'":11:fhic,lr::s-:y=ear:::-itcrhe:-T.fe::,:aa=-=pe=r:ztoriied=:::-:ve=ry=:-:ve:::n11r-,-, "!!:3rr::d-:p:,-la::ce=.-::10iACII 17: ...ciiParid to iii£ blll fe• ve have ciiiie
IX'f11Lkt£ i/X:ie have usially done very veil against other Dill
very veil, Ve have been In the tap five the last fClll' years.I
l____wm 1
I
1Ai'iitd 178: ...ve are a stronger team, detlnitely.1
I
I
I
lflAt8Ltt"'""'11-,fu~:1r-ciin=•~f-,t""hl"'n~i"'11e:-.-..~h"'m~iiee=n""'p~Ja==y~1n==g""~~ve~11~a"'s~11e~c"'an~.
I
,...wACll
...."'""iB"':"'to:::r'"'th"'e"""last=e-.,,two""""'y"'e""ars"""we,,,.,,h"'av"'e-,iiee=n""'t"'he"""'best""""----,,1A..:nlL£'1'""'""11"'iM""":"'i. , t"'hl""nk"""'ve~are"'""'r""at"'ed., .,-.""'.abov"""'"'e-""'av"'e"'raeege,, . ,.for~b"'l. ,ll"'"iii:li==oo"""'is~.1·
!team In ca11fomla,1
l
I
1Al'lltBLtf"'""'i,.,m-:=-.-.."'ve:-::ar==e""trhe:-T.fap~f~or~bl"I'"ITfe"'ams=""th:-=at~ve~pl"='ay:-.~1--1
I
I
1A'"~"'"•,....•-=~l"'n.,,M""""'y"'e==ars~h"'~==e""'p~ia==v=ea~~:-~=tr=est=s""'v~,E~h""bffl"ii-,"'~:rt""2~.~.
I
,. ,dltl'""'CU"'""W"':""lii.., e""'E. , e:::1111""r"'an:r1::::s-=co=n==s""1s"'te==n:rt"'ly""s"'1"'nce::--ir""'ltl"'i-."'11""it""h----,,IA'"f"'tll.i;._1t,..,W"'r."":"'i..,,t"'hi"'nl:.,...,th""a..-t"'11e,.....,are,,,,..1"'n-,t"'ne:--r,tcp~f"'iv""e,...lr::n-,Dff["ll-•...,.,lt'"'n==o,..t,1any top four teams fl'Clll DIii throu~mat the United States.I
lin.Jh!' tm three natjonaUy.1
I
1A'l'littt M:tiaiig the beSt, very higi ~ tar as ~tltlveness
1
l'd say that we were at the tap.1
I
,-.OiACll""'ll"'l:Idir:::-,i:r.a::-y-:iabov=e=-a=v=er::,:a::ge:-.1:.------------,,,A'"'TIU.11Ian,'"11-,,m10111x~:ta=st""y:::e-::ar""ve~fn1:1n1r::iilic:ed::r::secon==dZ"'T':fn~t~h=-e-=na::iter.1on=-..-.1:---1
I
I
IAfltBLtf"'""'!-,1~osr.:,-..-,ve~p::1l-::u::ed=M~or~fhrie=~~=t~=ts:-::~=tn=st~U1rTu~-1
!school:, iod n IYat thrasied thm , ,*
I
1kt111Jf! iillC: ...ve havedOlle reafly veil.I

1a

IU ifc:...

I
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
IIJ!Srllli 13A: lb, wuld YC!I CQlllart t'e awetM deDar~or tallt...WII) DOW to li'here It was when you flm arrived at u.c.s.D.?
8, Do you feel that there has been a eve ng f.ora
ase7naivifriiant.
A,D,'S RESPIIISl:Ve wre not as CD11Pttltlve on a national level at all ... had a 9)1CX'ts club atmphere. Iaprovement.
ATIIL&TE'S RBSffllSB

aJACll'S RBSPIIIS!

I

I COACll ll:lfiere's a vast dltterence .. So w went bas1call{
IAfllLEtB IIA:lfiey dliii't have 111cii of a teill .. ,l'd say an
lfrm alllOSt last flnlm In the conference to one of the op teams I .IIIJmlllnt,1
lln the country, Definitely an IQ>rovement.1
111..ifHtfflWJRiltl,>TuM~:.••""""ve,...,,vcrtc=""a'='s"'a""t"'eam"""'n""ow"".-..""an,,. ,.,1Q>=ro""veme=n"'t-.I
I
I
IMnMm~a-11~c~:nr1~s~y=ear~..-.we~h~a~,e~m=e~&=pt~h-..-.~&~t~in~1t=e~1y:-1~~~r~~~e~a.~.
I
1~5~~-n~:ffh~'"'re:-~=tt~l"'ng~s~t=ron=~=r-..:-.~=,ran=t(~y~&~,~e~1op=1n=g---~1A~:t8tffl--m--:~h~ve=re~at~•=~1e~,e~1:-,-.t~he=re~was~n=o~w~e=re~to~~~fu=t=up.
lprogram ... an lq,rovement.1
I ~ n deye1m111nt,1
I
IAfiDlth'E: ... a bltot an 1Rcrease.1
I
I
I
1•AfHtffi~-~m~:v~e~f~ln~1m=~4£~h••~.hi:T1j~tr.or~a""~=::::n,~s""t"'-~.T.t_,=ro~veme=n~t.,
I
.
I COACll 13:An increase of 85\ 1n participation. An
IAfHtffl 13A: ... a 11££1e weaker because people are talllng out
I l111rovement. •
1Ill
IDIYC1'frtf:fjnttelv
a ~ea:,e.
: •••
a
I
n e mprovemen
.1
I
I
1A•:nn.ttlllll"l""£-13Cllll':'l:llare=:-:organ=::-1r:z:::edi-and=-c~:1t:rte=r:-..-.-r::1n=cr"'e~ase::-i1=-n-:i&:::,::eT'!!qime="'nt"'".1=I
I
1">dlAcll""'IIMll4'1':::nNT'!ljritc-::an::ia-:aai::,=....
-,- Nos==-t-=ort-iith~e~a:-rthc,l:::et~es::-::oa=-=mr=-------r,1Ar.:t8tffll!P9....,l4Anr.::-...::ev::ery=£hi:TI::::ng=-iieiieif==~to::-r.Je:,-l,-I~t~=t~he::r~iifr=1:::ng:--r,th""e-lflm tea would not even play on the 1986 team.
I NR\,Jb•re btLdllf lnltety Deen an illFCPYCPDt,1
1Ab9alutely been an l1111roveant In all aspects.•
IATHr.ll'Z lffi ... sll!Jlt 11Prov•iit:•
I
I
I
IA'HILtfE~_,-Tk""":I~t"'h"'lil,,,...ve::-,l=1111=riim1=,....,.a-=~=u'"""'&"'a~1.~.------I
1""5...,.et1.,.,.IS""::-..-.we....,we=re..,..3-""12....,th""e"'t"'lrit='""y::ear=-=an::::d:r-nlo~-i'"o""l"'ait..----n1A111fHtffl"""....,IQrzr:::-••-.t"'6:::ere::-:v=as::-::an.-.::1q,=r"'ov"'eme=n"'t""'ov"'e"'ra""'l"'l;'""'th"'e""pT.1a"'ye""r"'s""'~"'t,1year .. ,blg 1111rovement.1
I btlltt, the mrale got bet.tee and the cecord gpt bettfC·*
I
IAfBtffl 158:,::tls so 111clilietter Its ullllelieveanle.ts more
I
I ~21!1, w mart oract11:1nq jn the :smr,1
I
IAflllll't ISc: ... Just afotd tterent. ..111c6impr~ed.1
I
1""5...,.cB.,.,.fiir.:~Ve:TfTl(''=s~ITf-ch::as=-~=,....,t=reme=n::iiiiis=r::1y:-••"".'1hllll:":'e-::qu::-:a:,-in1t=r---n1A111~"""1111r;"'l6Arzr::::-••-.-r::11111=rov=eme=n:rt.~•-----------lof athlete has 11111roved alot ... i1111roved every year ,1
I
I
1A•:nn.tt"'"•r;rlQm!ll""':l"'ffi=1nk~ve=-rh::av::e-,l=1111=rov=ed"""~"'ys~1:::Q:T(T:(y~.•.-----1
I
I
111•:nn.tt"'"•z-m--:."'.t~h-r::1s~r"'e"'u~,~a~thi:Tl"'et:TIQ~1i~y.,~"'tnt"'er=-.~.&~t"l~nl"'te~&=v~e1~~=n=t1
I
l""dl.\cll_....,.,..,,:"'l'"o"'ot.-.::11111=rov=eme=n"'t.-lb~e""t"'ei111=-=wasn="'>£~~==1z=ea"".-.1fi--,--"IA111:nn.tt"""""r;'"'l"'IA"':"'I""th""l""nke-rith""'e~t=eaa"'"'h"'as""""'ae==""'dep"""'th"'..
".--:,an,,...,.,1n"'cr""e=ase::e-:.1:--1111a,ers on the tea wuhil't even make the top players now,
1:nm~rT1r.--:::==--r:::~=:-:r:i-,:::n:::-".r::r::='""=::::---II1111rovant.1
I
I
I
I
I
va ion•
I
11
t">ttlACll""'IIMll8ir.:11fi~er=e:--r::1s~n"'
o~C(lfar==1::aon=-=a:rt-::a,,ll~."'Cifir.e::n-,I~came=:--r::1n:rto=----,,,,_._'"llll..,,:P11C::=-,=-=::-:::-:i:rr=r=-i===:r-..- . : : - - - - 1the prograa there vas no Pl'O!Jal .. •a massive l111mement.1
I
I
1•A:nn.tt-,•r;-M-.:.-.."'1:::-n-iith~,:-1~as~t"'"tr.w~,::ear"'s:--r,th""'e~t=e•"'"'h=as~~==-n"'a-::n=oo~-~~~o1
1 1e.atL...., th&.re has inn a steady il'tDYment ,•
I
IAfillJ'ft ll!CiAfot younger ,1110re 10experlenced...&finite 1q,rovement•
I
111Ar.::1">ttlACll'lmllMll9ir.::allh~e:::n-,l.,t~lrst=-.arr=1v=ea:rrthc:e:"'..te:.:a11;:-,was=-i:5as=1ca:::r11r::y-:a:------r,,Ar.:t8tffll!P9llr"lff
..-.T"I~thci1.ink:-ve.:.-r.:11111=rov=ea::r-::a""lo:-rt:-:.1r-------ltea11 of non-recruit studenVathletes... it vas an exaggerated
I
1lntraira\ teill.. •tremendcus i111rov•nt.1
1'.nt.fl~IIJ!'t""tll"'ll191'1K':'ln~trch~lnk:l:'"1{:!11Qblnl1:"'11=q,=rov=eme=ntr-.~\l!i:ic:::en:-r1~ur:rm::r-:~=-tTbe=re:="":'1':"£':':vas=1
1 Jlkv new team,,,tbece vu on(y 3 returning pjams,1
I
IA'rllI!'l'E l'IC:I tli1nK there ls an 1q,rovement,1
I
1""5
.....t11-10"":11ih""'e=-n.,.1"'2t""lrsf="Tfo=-cik-:ov::::er~tr:he:-.::te"'•""""ve~we=re,..con=s"'i"'&""rea,.,...-~1A•~--,.,.,,m1u"'A-:-1.-."'C.Ve~caipe==-t:-:-e-::art-=-a...1111""cii,, . .6"'Ij=er:--r::1e=ve:T(~and:::::r""ha~ve""""'1111""ch,,. .1a lau"'lng stock ... a hu"' turnaround ... lnstead of being treated I lac sm:~ft'"clua!l'Offll,•
lbadly we tte given a ~at deal of respect, .. l11Provt11ent.1
1Atililtfiib8f s prc&bTJbein an Improvement.•
I
I1I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _1A":nn.tt-•r;r1m1~oc~:ft~,..,~w~m~&=u~n~lt~er-1y~~~1n~g~t~civard=~.,----_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
OOESrlll 14: Bas the atblttJc !iPfrtgnt <er !K..WII> ever been Judged by others to be better than other Division III d§artppts <or

!mil?

A,D, 'S RESPIIISE: !ICM mort stated that UCSD 12 In nation In participation In national chalplon!llilps, •• on a casial basis. peep le have
c:aanted to me abcMt the siccess of the progr■.

CDACll'SRBSPIIISB

A?IILffl'S RESPIIISE

IAfllL£t£ iiK: ••• w have been Judged 2nd reg1onally and iitli
I

l"AfllL£i'_,"'1111""S1l1r11t-.,:Bar.:C1C::c-:e:::as::zt~-1r:n::,s1,.,nu::::a:r.ted::i-:11e=-=snr.cu=id""beo::-:a:rt-=a:-:d:r:1~ffr:e=re=nr-tT.je:::v::ie1r-.•

CiiC& ft: No.

IAtHLffi 19iuiea, 11e have won a ccup(e of contests,i
I
111111fllL£i'"'""'11,.19B-:'l:{.,6:-:a,=e:,h::e=ar:::id.,trha"'t.,t:t::he=,-=i1an=·Tt.,trh1r:nC"k-i,thc-.:e-=c=.-=nt1Ttf!':on::-:'.19=I fa.Ir. 1 tht!.Jlldn't bAR Dt!l!II! tg narticlpatc In l/2 the events.•
1Ati1Lkd: 19Cilliii'tliave a reiiutat1an •.lie1ng powertui aihfebcscliooi.
diCil A:Abiiolutely ... unottlclal sumy ... i:oaciies w have
IKtHLffi AK:Yea Pve heard traa oppgiJenfls fans ... that 11e shcuid
111avec1... om teas .. .they have all •• ,said that 11e are the
1
2t vlaxloe pm t!amu
best Dill team In s. Clllfomla.1
IA
, ea, !~~Et$
I 90,1
I
I
1
11
IKfllL£i'_,"'f!FT.AClll':l:ffii=:"":"wfira::it~1r-hc-.:e:-:ar:-,-••-.D111I"'llr-::coa:::ch=es::-nth:-rln::zk:-:11e'=""ar:=-e-iithc-.:e:,bes=tr-.i
dW:11 iS:Yea, the ~mlon among the other DIii's is that
iiitBLffi iSA:Yea ... alot of i:oaciies... talking to us ... ycu ~ys are
w are too strong, There Is a sll~t reluctance aman;
I
pra~ •••
1 a friend
them to play us •••1
,A-r
7 ea, Yeaioar~u~ayl~q
eraveo ~cur
I .frat..Jno.th•c !IP atld y11,1 !ll!ll are ~ 11P lllcb tiietter *
1AtllttifiSCiiuiiiFn011•• unottlciaflv .. raiikedidn calit. mif Ii·*
I
1"ltn\tllffll'll'"l'fii2":::V:Yes=-,-::w:,:,ha::v:.e-;-a-::good=r:r=epu=ta;;tr.1on=••-=.11e=-i:h:::av=e:,bee=n:-----n1K1111tHL£tlll'l'"11,.,fiiA1Zr.1~P,::1r:sure=:-1rrt""lh:-::as::",••-~Ye::-:a:-,••-:::ran=keo::l""ll3rc::d:r,••-" l i : 1 - - - - 1p1c1tec1, by a magazine, to be better than mst of the tea■s
I11
lln the ccuntry,1
IAfllL£i'"'""'11rllfiiB!ll'l"'1.-.,-::w::-i:-ha=v::-e-.6ee~3r=a-::e=aai:c-::,=ear=-.-sBu::z,,. ,-::r='ea:,-1,-:ly-=w:::--ih:-=:av:::e:,bee=n:I
I raned b.i!m'r thap that I
I
1Afilttft i&!i've neverill™
It with anyone ...11e are ranked Ks.,*
I
l""diCll"'".,....i"'i:..,Ranic=:T1n:::g"t""Y-:::es:-,.,t""he,.....,te:-:am::-.,has"""'bee=nr-J""udged=:r.-••""on=e,.....---,,,K,.tHLEf""'""11'"'..
i 1K"":"iii"",""lr-f""hT.Jn£,.,..,so=-."'Yes~.1.-----------lor two.I
I
I
1flAtHLffl~-~11mD~:Y~es~,-J~us~t,..f~r~m~~=""p~~~r~~=m~
••~.e~v~er~yon=e-::~=ts~to~l~~iii, yea-I haven't aiced other teillll"Just £rm cur mle1
I
l"ldiCll'lffl'll'"l'i9ir.::TI-::cim=·;-t-iitnC"TJ~iik:-ii:th:::atl'"Tlth=ere=-1r.s:-:a:-i:oacii=:c-,1'::-n""CAir.-ntn:-:ati:----T.jA1111r111BLB't._11,.,iM111r.1••:--....
i'fie::y~ar=e-=cu::-:tr-T.fo:""l:be:::ati:-:::us:-,-i0e=t1"::-nlrrt:::ie1'"y"",.-.-::,w::-::ar=e:-:tn:h-:-eldoesl't realize Cw> ... are either 11 er 12 In the state.1
I !t&J.n mat •
I
1Af8Lttflufuea, I have to say I yea ••• they lid at us as the nm
I
ls:l!ooll
I
1AfiliJ:N iilt:Just what ~ coach has told us, ..w are 1111ch better .. •
I
l"ldiCll'lffl'll'"l'i91!.::-Hr.:ost:.:;-:i:ae:rfr.1n~1t:::er.1,:-.,.------------T.1A1111I11UI""'"i,.,19111r.A::-.-••"'Ii:1cn.:011:;;-;thr,a:rt-;a~10:i:t-:o:rf-::pecp=:r.1e=-=re:':'a"il":"y";tl:'1h1:-::niii:-:;:w::-;;ar:::,-, ~ ~,,1
,
~ 7 e have a bad reputatlan ... (of exceiiencel ... everybcdy
I .IUlllam.,aytnn 'IICSD liW' 'I
1KtiiLttiWC:f ihfnk so •• !niear peqiie always saying, 'iii, UCSD! ••
aw:& 10:Last year when w 11ent baci to the national
liitBLB'ti iibA:OOre, w have a reputation ...as the team to beat.I
chapion!llilp ilDil the coaches meeting, I had other coaches
1..,,_.,,.,nr:11:z--rr=....-=: -:-=:i,----------1<7 er B> ...ileeklng • cut to ask me what I had done to
1AtBLffi ilbB:Not, that I inow of.,.
I IIPl'O'le the program?t
I
I
1n~~•11-1i~bt~:~q~b~ve~a~~=tt~Y~~=~r~~=t~at~ion~••-.~~=~~~m~1~1~te~m~.t

'dV:t'

fetif 'W'i'
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I
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
lllmlll IS\: lihat ls the budlJet for the !~~ ~ n t <or .Yll!ll'...llill ?
B. ~ on YCU1' kllawl• do J(ll feel that It's above
awerage, average, er bel011 average In rea
poor Dlvls1anllTaU,letJe liP:icJMDt3 tor !rm>?

A.D.'S R&CIISE:'600!000 l!lldget. Also, lndlvlcilal te• do fund ralslpg... addltloaal tt00,000 brougit In. In discussions with other
DIii Institutions... 1111ressloa that I get that their te• are funded bitter than III are.

ATIILErl'S R!SPIIISB

COACll'SIIBSPIIISB

I tmdl ii:Uauiil It varies !rem year to year. Oiiiialil ifs
la.bout tl?,500. Bel011 average ...w uS1ally raise abollt 1,500.
llt kind of depends on lt'hat we decide to clo,1
I

I

lxtm.m
IIA:1 have no idea.
I
IM""'HL£f..,11'"'inlr.8:"'lloii"""•t'"'k""n"'011"'".------------I
IM~~11Wrw11i,-s:ii~t~:Nor.:-,~,de:i:-:-a~afr;-;,ai~i-.------------

l

l"'CIM""'1.11"'..t."'z:"'l'"t""var=1es,,,..,a'"'gr=ea:rt""dec-a:-r1-..-.MIIT'1,Q1111U:ro-::a-:y::ear=-.-r.1n:-ge=ne=r::ia1r----i1"l"AfHLE'lllll"l"ftr,,tt11'lll':'l:w=e-i:h:-::ave=-it=o-i:6iy==-=sane=--=sor=i-t-=ofz-::equ=1pme=n:i-t-:J:-::usf;;"'lE:::o-i:h:-::av=e..,1rt
labo'le average .. ,!t Is the policy of the department that
I H.J. llack-un Avfrm
I the athletes contrlllute...
1Afm.etrtaifiiat doii1t know...way above average.
ll'l'llll"llll'l""l'Jl'r:--r::;;m"T.::--a,=,-;;;:=:------1I
,rm
ta:: ... 1 can·t say. Niau£ average.
1l"'l'lllll'lnPJ:T1~=~-iir-,c,:;-::::=:-=::-=:;-T---mllffllll'lr"l'ff:ll::-r-=::-::::-:-:i::;--n-=::-i::::===-==~
tmdl fJ:IE varies...iz,iild. Below average ... frca what I
IAtHLffi &:No, I have no 1dea... 1£ ioclis bel011 averaff because
lean cb9ene the te• are a little bit better taken care
1!11...dan't..hmr the ~lllllll!nt lhn a)ot gf nn1 tea. U" •
lof than III are DC111... C11r funding Is very ll■lted for the
1Aflllif! bl:Very salt,::t hadlieEter faciuE es 1n n gi&a!ool.
Itotal
I Be.I.all ama51.1
1Abd!i'tl£:... lts real low... below average.I
tmdl k:i.iiii, lower, and lower than lower ...we have to do
IKi'Bttf! 14A:ie did rimd raising for Cllr own uniforms this year ..we
so IIICh fund raising In C11r progra...Just to get the proper
I ha!Uhrtt..djtfec,nt fund raJars, .It!! 11!!1111 average •
amunt of equliaent and suppl les. Below average.I
IAfllttriilli kn0111111iave toTaloE oHund raising ourselves.,.
I
aycraz
... T we are
unr iiidgeted...belw average.*
tmdl 15:1 reail, can· t reiiei&r.
IKi'BLtf! ISA:J cbd have any idea ...Caiijiarid to other D111 teams
I
I lakddlvei;t9 ~lrf.&Yffaqe.dit Xsll!niMj em~hjnq 1
I
1ft
: •..
s pr
y ve average en ~ared
I
1
I
: , team:,
very lidle icia ...
I
to.\dl lti:I ha" a standard bet with any D111 coach in tlie
IATBLtt! iQi:Ro idea. It seems to • that III could use more money.
CC11Dtry, that If their budget Is 911ller than ■lne I will
I 'Dte....o.lh1t..t11m hjlVf 1111D !ill 5P l~jna bl!)OII amaqet
take them Qlt to a nice place •• ,l've nner had to ~Y off.
1KtilLEffiU:Hofdea. it'now liiat W &niot of work tiiou1ii ... take
Ve are not way below average, we are 1 on a scale of 10.1
1
~ilJ:l,be
IM~g,,,bel1111,1
e UJory
C11r mane, we earn of u own ... beiow.1
tmdl 11:A couple of ihausand dol iars. Probab(y average.
IAfllLm i/Adlo, I doii1t kn011 ... the radcefs and bags we gef tran a
I ll!IIIWl\f ,1n other !!lJ!I !ill at,11 a ILttlt be)OII amam I
1Xfii1HfUA: liave noldia ....iust icdln' ~ tlie offiersciiools w
I .ubll1111 U"wt nr th~ acuJ.I!ptinq _unm to :l!P!thlnq tlse•
1AtBLtfh'IC:iiofdea...tiieliidgetTs real y, reafly(aw...1
1 tmdl 18: .. ,&rClllld iti,bbd ... &it mos£ of tlie 11011ey £ha£
IAfllLm iM:J have no idea ... tlie iiidiief is really 1011... 1
lls generated... ls generated by a ... thrC11'1 ~antees ... ln
,_ _""llllr:'111::"'C'~=--=~==~:-i-,r.::--r==--rr--r=-::-:::-loae year I can generate 13 to 14 thousand dollars... Ill, far
1AfliL!ti 188:io be hciiiest, no ... Praii what Pve heard ... it IS very
lbelCIII average.I
l ~ ' f i 3 9 : ~vey ...we are so Dlcli bel011 average ... •
I
1"1w('llll'C811'"1191r.1~i3!l",?:15blllij-.,. , Becr.1ow;;-;a:::,e::r:-::age=-,'Tlfr:s:,be=iow;;-;a:::ve::r:-::age=-,'Titr:s:----,1~NtiiL£flllll"llllll11F"llffllA'l"l:lrihi:-;a:::ve:::-n::o:-r:i[dei:;a:-,-,1rihi:-;a:::ve::-;-a-::pre=ttr::y:--:pa=n::1dei:;a:-n1t:::s-;abiiv=e=-bel011 every other DIii teaa that I know of ... lt Is probably
I ~ !ill get a)gt pf wt!l)ilr '!tPP9Ct.,.CCJIIWli=,•
less than 1/3 of the budlJet of the top 6 or 8 te• that we
1Xfili.ti'!i9f:ITve no idea ...1111 are average, may beahEUe
are cmpetlng with at he national level .. •111 fund a trip
I be.tllr
of u area every year ... 1
1Kf8Lifi fft:Beiaw average ...here tliey daid recog111ze £he sports.•
1
1 tmdl id1Unbeiieveably mail in fem of hw 1111di we p1a7...
IKi'Bttf! iibA:lts getting better...A little bit bei011 average ...w
193,000...Ve are the lowest budgeted tea, ~rhaps In the
I .dmd aet ~ll!lllnt w.mivJdll !l!IC .ram ~jgnt,1
Ination that has any CQlllltltlve slclll at all .1
1KfiiL!ffiibB:i nearii Jfsa&ut i2,Sdb wiiictdsfl very big... iay
1
l~ffia\ Nave no idea ... lt seem to be airi!iit.

pragr•·•

Hhftahf:!11f fl "'tfflnt

d'isBI~
Ml

l
I
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
IIJ!Srllll 16.\1 61 a d!Dartmcat 1s there <or 61 a s;oach Is there ar Does Nit S9iGb mag> a concentrated effort to recrul t talented
athletes?
A.D.'S RE!!llllm!: Generally yes, scae coaches are l0l't active and better at It than others... c:a coaches hardly get Involved and don't
take the lnltatlve.

ATIILBTB'S RESPafSE

~CB'S R!SPOISB

I C0ACli 11:S\ire, Its li■lted by what we can offer them...
lxfBLm illl:Piayers iii caae here and check out the school ... and
la """" ...... tlon and a--' program M It Is real hard
I ~ _.thev tajkto the ~ ... :ni•actlie I~ltmtnL•
Ito'git intoschool here:":":it !IQ aftir brl"'t kids 111th a
IATIII!ffTii:iin:ain
recriiit tjjf"wflry·to ·get them'iliterested.
1
lgood GPA so we can keep them eligible.•
I WlwLl gm !l!ltJm_veauh~ !hqwtd me ill'!NDd the :,chool & team•
I
1A'ndJ!fk ilC:1Tuiithe1oach has gone outto vatdi •• pecp1e play•
I
l"'al,\. ., 1;11.. . ,l2"":•fli""is""h""'as""""'bee=n""on"'e'"'ot,.,. , 11t., . ., st""r"'on""g""119~('"'nt"'s,. ,,.Si"'£-,"=go"'l"'ng=---"Tjl('":1111!f"'"'•11""12A111r.:,-..-,t"'h.,.,1s'"'ve=ar'"'t"'he""""c:oa.,_.ch..,..,l""s""iiak=1n"'g'"'a'"'de""t..,l~n1'""te~et"'to"'r,..t.-..-:-tc.
1
l!~~e1n:!f::]:t~ta11r:g ~~~!·~:ii~~~:1rrm
18t'28:Yea, I thin£ the coacli tries to rec:mt. I th1nlc the
lfollavlng up these contacts.•
I ~ u,retty cm! lab.•
I
1Afi1Lkfti'4;:ilot very IIIICli...tiiat's OCSD in general ...
I
l.,tmdl_,,.....,ill,..:"'ve""ry"""'dl""tf..l"'"cu"'l...t ""fli""'e"'re""""ls"'"an~e"'tt"""ort'"..'.-""eiir=aiiiied=:r----r,xnIIILISl_,,.11..,13A-.:.,.l""dan,,,,.,.,•t..th....,lnk,.,...t"'he""coidi=,...,,re""a""li"'y"""does=.-----lrlgit now to bring an athlete here to get an matton and
I
l~te ... because we dcll't have a facility that Is CODa1Slve
I..
Afllflt!_,,__,ISl_,:.,.As,,....,tar""""as,...,.l"'kn""w"',"""n"'o-.- - - - - - - - - lfor
tralnlng
..
,t
1
1Afllflt! illC:llo...pretty 1111di takes iiiat cmes out ...
I
1..,tO.\Cll
.........,R..,:"'tes"".-ni~er"'e-=abiiii="'lu"'te"'ly""""ls"'..
".-"'il i""a..
t ""1..,.ha""ve"'""'daii~e..,the,,,,,...--....,A..:rm.et"'"'•t"'14nr.::-..-.can=•~t-=re""a"'l"'ly'"'go=-=ou"'t""..-.coacli=,.,..,,spe=akij"""'£""o""us='"'"fo"".see=-..,.nr
lthe last three years Is wort relatlmlps 111th area
111)tOOwJli••w ontthatvan.,t!I tp Plu,,,c;oaj;IJ peetsylth them,•
!coaches and J.C. coaches ... 1
n?llttnfflllle ciiacli ciis
I1
1_,,_....,,o:r=r::C""T=-:=c:,:=---:--------lftfliflt! MC:I think the coacli does .. ,t
I
1..,to.\Cll.,. . . .,iS""':•fli""ls""""'ye""ar,. .,.1-r,ha""v""e""ibi"'e,,....al""o.-£'=ot...,,,recru=..
1t"'ln"'g""'an""d:r-----r1nl(fiDJt"'"'•11'"'iS.\....,:"'11i""e'"'coach=,,...,.does=-.-:-,----------1exi,ect to do very, very well ... l !(lelld a great deal of
I
ltlme.t
IA'fill2f"_.,.,11..,ISB"""":"'Ye""a-,..,th"'"is""""ye"'ar,,....,th""e""'coach=,...,.,1s"".1,-------I fill2f"_.,.,11..,iSC,_:"'h""a-,..,th~e""'coach=,...,..does=-.""1__________
I1
IA'

~~r~

,_,_,...11":11::--=n:::-=r-i,=~:r-:==.,.,------

I

..,th~e"'b"'igges=:r-t'=prib==(""e11=--~1A'"fliflt!"'"'W"IIQill'l':::,.l~kn::w=£h~,-=-=i:-:i:does=-.-:-1- - - - - - - - 11111 have ... speclal emits .. ,lie are stl II val ting to hear
I
!whether or not they have been a=epted... the only vay 11e are
IA'"fiDJl'"'"'.,11""161-.:•fli"'e""'coach="'""'does=",-=-1- - - - - - - - - - Ive are 9!)1ng to ltl(lt'Ove Is to get kids that have been offered
I
lscholarsilps at DI schools...we are at that level,t
IA'"fliflt!"'"'W"liit"""':"'Yes::-,'"'the"'""coacli=""iiies=""...-=spe"'n""ds,,....,ev"'e"'ry'"'vaic=1""ng"'h""ou"'r"",1=---1
1..,ttm...,,...,,.ll..,:Y"'es"",-th"""ere="'l""s.""1____________"TIA"IIILISl'-•t'"'l"'/Are:""lt""MP="',e"'""'aa=-"'to'"'t"'a,..ik,..,t""o""'t"'he""c:oa=di.-.-....t"'he""coa=ch,. . ., t.,.,al""ks"""
1
!. M111.wcoa _ go ooqng aarch.
I
IATIIIJ'lE ltDlllO a I kDDII of,
I
I
I
1AflflDJt"'"'~11'"'l"~~:=~~diin=1~t-=g~n=e-=~=01~ri=1~ps~1t=s~h~ar~d~t=~,..,t~he""""coach=-:t=o~oo.
I
1..,ttm
..........,18"":"'Ve"'ry""con=ce=nt=-ra"'fed=-•.,.l'"'aa::-,,ln,....,th""e-=1"'!d"'1s""t-=o"'f'=~=-----,,,xflIIILISl'"'"'•11"'1&\arr.:"'Ye.,_.a-,=ve.,_.a-,,.I. ,thc-rl: i:nk=""t~h=-e-=c:oa.,,.di:--:does=~.,=------lrecrul ting nOl,I
I
I
l«'"fiDJt"'"'•11"'M-.:,....-,~1'"'th"'in~k,..,t~M~coac!i='"'does=-..-:.t~he"'""'coacli=-,h~~,..~=1t~e""'a'"'t~~~
I
I iWl I
I
1Af111Jti 18C:11ie coacli definitely does ... trles very hard at thaf..t
I
1.,al,\_,,1;11.....,ff"":"'De""fi"'n.,.,,t""ei"'y'"',i.--------------....,..
AflDJl'_, .11..,19"'Ar.:"'Ye""a-,""al""ot...-.."'Pr""m,.....a"ll.,t""he""o""t""he"'r..t""e111""""'iieiiie="'r"'"s.-..""iiiisf=""'o...
t
I
I .tbu1Jttt llldlers m!! rmyited 9B oor team.I
I
1ATIIL!ii ffl?i'necoadifsgooifatrecru1t(ng .. ,you JijSt daii't 11ant
I
I .tua aJIV!lbm etse after vmt.Jatk tp the c:QICh,1
I
1A'iilllfCritiTTn0111hat theciiadi has recruifed. ..yes,t
I
l"'tmt'il""'....,,ld""1Priiiab"""'=i"'"y""a""l"'lt,..t"'le,..,l"'ess""""'con=ce"'n'"'tr"'a"'ted""""th""'an,,.....th""e"'re=----"T,A'":i'lll!f"'"'.,11""i~ld111A"":Y~es=-,-:t~h,"'""'coacli=.,t""ai"'ks='"'"fo'"'H""."'S.'"'pecp="'1e:-an=a""tr"'an"'st"'e"'rs=-.-.-:-.1
lbe at another div slon level ... the ones I actively sougit
I
II have pretty good suces,t
IA'":i111!f"'"'•11""i~ld111B~:1r.:,•:-::-:no,..t-=su=r=e""'th"'e=""coach=.,-,,,s~a1""iciied=""t"'o'"'do,,,....,th""'a""£-ccbe:-ri""ng,....lxalld
the coach does iiiiatever can be iiine.1
1..,CilACli...,,...,,,ii"":'l'"'e::-a,-as:::""':a'"'■
a=tt"'er....,tac\,.,,...ri:fh~atC71 ="s

I

Wd~:FfflJ,

'------------------------------------response that agrees 111th Athletic Director
, of Agr19nt= ,IQO
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM

l~

OO!ffl(R 16B: Based 1111 rcur knollled!llt o, re11 feel that the talent l'ftll'tSl!lted bf the studenVathletes !br
mit.WI> Is above average, average, or belau average In relatlcmhlp to other Division III dl!part;cnor

=~e

dl!part;cnt < or gr

A.O.'~ USPIJISI: IIIVlauslr In saccessful 9POl'ts above average ... (lau~> ••• above average ... agaln In 81st 9POl'ts ... ln sm ther are not.

ATIIL!T!'Sll!SP(RSE

Q!ACB'S USPIJISI

I 01\tll 11:Abaie average.1

lilf&Lffi iiA:l'd say our talent ls above average.I
I
IA..,fllt!it_,_Tflna~:Abaie=""""'a"'ver"'a::ge"'""becau=""se=we,,....,,are,,,,...,pr"'e~t~t,,..,,,good~....
1---1
I
I
111A'fllL!l'1'111"1•r.., .,i~C~:Prdiabi::::i:=1~,....abo=ve:-::~=er"'a=ge.-.1::---------1
i"?dJA""'i;ull"'llt.,.or::~t-=c:::an~•t-.glr:,=-e-=rou=-an:::-:an::M=r=-=on:-..ta:r.1e=ni-t.-.-::.expe=::ir1r::en=ce=-,---r,,A1111'fl L!l'11n11111r;,-:t.Pl;>Arr.::"11Abov=e:-::av=er"'a=ge.-.-::-,-----------1average or belau average.
1_""",,...,'lll':"--:==-------------1AfBLffi

I
I

•

ta: ... average.
Afllt!itl'lll"l_...,ttli•r:,:Ar::ve::::r:::age::-,t::o-:above=~av:::e=ra::ge=-.....1 - - - - - - - - -

I

111

01\tll 19:lt ,s ...overall ... average.

IAfBLffi i3iut>d say, overall, Its below aYerage,
I
111Afllt!it1'111"1_...,ffi~:trrts::-;iabov=e:-;av=er::;a:ge.-.""'fhic:e::re::-;:are::-:sme=:-,,:::e=rr:-..fa:r.1e=nT-Eed::r::meiiiie==r=s
fP:i:erage to above average.,
IAfllt!it MA:betlnltely above average.1
Iunifi1Uf"'"•r.rr.m1r.1:1-:111a1=1r:ia-::sa:::,=-we=-are=""above=:-::av"'
er"'a""ge....""'1_______

IM
01\tll k:Abaie average, no qur.ibon ...1

I

l11"fllt!it"'"-TMClll'!"l:i""treh,.,ln"'i""we"""'are="abov=""e""a"'ver=age"""'.1=-------IAtBLtft iSl!:Abaie average 10 relation to other DIii iiciioois,t
I
IA11fllt!itl'lll"l""'"~iSB:r.i:Abov==-e-;av::e::ra=ge=-,-:1------------I
l11"iBLBf"'"•r.r,aiSC,:,:Abov==-e""av==e=ra=ge=,-=1-------------

01\tll 15: ... above average,i

1 OlACB fi',: ...va{ above average because we are one of the
ltop schools In he country.I

IA'fllL!i't i&\:Above average.1
l"'A'fllL!i'_,•r;ll"'ICfi',8., ., :A.. ,.,il.. ,ti"'le=""'b"lf""abov==e""a"',e"'ra::ge=,""'1_________

I

I

111'111"1•r.-m~:1rtRb~m~we~are~~abov=e-:a=ve=r:::age~
I
IAiHLB'
f
••~ - - - - - - I
l"'OJACB'ftll'ia,i-,:/::'l!Abav=,:--::a,=er::;a::ge.-,-::-1------------~1A111filU't81111"11.-,ll'i/11',i::"l!-,tl'C:hr.1n:rk"Tli-t-r1s::-:iabov=e=-a=,=er=a=ge=-.1::-------I
I
I
IA"'fBL!it_,_.Tf•m~:Abov==e""a==ver=a=ge=.-=,------------1
I
I
1Mnm&L£f.-£....,i~fu~:[~•a...,.sa=y-:abov==e""a"'ff"'ra::ge=-.~1---------i
1-POJA'llll'i;nll"'lli8ir::-,;rar;;:-;abo:c;,:-,-.a;;:ve::ra:;;ge::-.--i1rhc;a::::ve:-:saae-=--:::o1r-nth=e,f~ln::es£:.-u'"ITur----r,1A1111'fl L!l'IIT'111
l li,-:iilA111r.::Tt"Tt'C'hlr:iilic-.:we.-::are::-:abov=:-e-;av:::e=ra=ge=.-.-:.aei::£rr1:in1ri:te.i17.',,-:1~--1athletes In Cal lfornla.1
I
I
IA11'fllL!i'1'111"1•~-e~:1~th~ln~k-,lri:t-i1~s·abov=e~av=e=ra=ge~,-:,::e=1~1,=-.-::-1-----I
1Anfllt!itl'lll"l""'"..,iii!m,:,:irsa=r"'li-t-r1s::-:de:cl'1f(r=nn1t=e1r::y-:abov==e""a==ve=ra=ge=.-=1----OlACB i9:l)p untl( this year we had above average talent ...
IAfBLtl't WA:! thlnii 1t ls above average.I
this year I think we had average talent.I
I
.,,rrAllll.ZI•-•~""i9"'a"':Above-==""'a"'ver=age=-,"'de"'f,.,ln,,.l~te"'iy=-....
,--------1
,A..iBLBf_,,•z-i9C...,.,:i"''d:r-::sa"'y..,i""he.....,ta"'le"n""t...ls,,,..,.h!":(iji..,e"'r'"'.1=-------OlAtil 16:iay above average ...1
IAfBLffi iiuA:in relatloiiiilp to other bill fem we are vay above

IA&ifuB:i thlnii the talent ls above average.•
I
,A
..'fllL!i'_,,•r.....,il"'OC"':"'l..,f""hl""nic~we....,are,,,,...,abov=""e""'av""er~a"'ge"".""1________
1a

response that agrees with Athletic Director
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
OOF:Sl'IIR 17: Bou wuld ym

btlov average?

QIIPU'e

the athletic facilities at U.C.S.D. vltb other Dlvlslco III Institutions: above -average, average, or

A.D.'S RESPIJISE: .. ,facllltles are lnadequate...athletlcs, lntr-.arals, recreation. Cauetpiently facilities are over crOllded... average tc
belov average.

COACH'S R!SPIJIS!

I COAtll ii:Bilov average. niere ls no adeijiate taclll£y
Ifor my !POl't at UCSD ... ve play off calllllUS,f
1
I1

ATBLm'S R!SPIIISE

IKtHmt IIA:lts be(ov average as tar as on caQ1Us... 1

l,._._e-snr:--=~ ==T:"'1=-=~=- -----111i11Lffi! i!B: ...ciil't really have
on caqius ... 1
1,._._e-snr:
-~~==---------1A't11Lm! i!C: ...belov average ..
•1
I
1..,Cll\Cll...,.,...t."'2:"'w""r'"'fr:a'"cl,.,.l""it"'les::,-,are=-""1"'1m"'lt"'ed"".-....be"'le::ov"""='av=e"'ra"'ge,..,-.,..,,t---.,.,AnfHLET_,,.,r..,.,"'2A,..,.:Abo=ve"""av""e""ra"'ge,..,------------1
111111fHLET"'"lllllr;r'Pla!lr.l:Abc,=v::-e-:,av=e=ra::ge::-,------------1_,_
111f11Lffl!....
fZC: ... average.1
Cll\CII 13: ... extremelr belov average, extremely poor ... 1
IXi'IILffi! &: ... is beiov average, because air faculty 1s one of
I
cqpted jn,t
u
F :le'iA!t
(Ill average.I
111f8Lm b!: ... the worse ... wii beiov.1
tll\CII M: ...belov average, no quesuon ... players... and •
IAtHLtft W:I th(ni: It Is ciutstandlng...w each spend two hairs
emJentlally the grcundseepers .. .1
I nm m mi tb1 facj!lty m1 1111r am,jcpppcnt3,
I
111fBLtthU:ln certain areas its betov average •.,t
I
1_,_.....,.,.......,,,,..
-------I
1Af8Lm
k;: ... 011 the average..,,,...,=="==,,,....scaie.1
I
l..,Ci!A""'1;11.,...IS"':"'rr==aa=--t"'he'"'sdi=oo=1s:-ri:£h"'a£~w'"'v"'1,=s1""£""ed,..,""i"'ts:-r:imp::,rov=1"'ng,,...--.,.,11'"W'f.,,,,.,r..,.IS.\..,..:"'l.,.,1d,..sa=y""be"'le::ow"""av=er"'a"'ge"".'"'1---------1here bUt its taking time. The facll ltles are vastly
I
1over used ...belov average.I
l"AfHLET_,•t,...,.ISi.,.,.:.-."'.l""'th"""'hilt,,...,t""or""air="'t""ac"'i"h""ty,,...,,1t"'s""abo"""'v.,.e""av""e"'ra"'ge"'....
.- f"'or,..-1
1
J W!l!lld 3Y iml!N aycrac, t
I
111
:
y average •.. 1
I
,..,Ci!A""'blia-,lt,z,:::-,..-c,th::e~tr::e-=am=-c1oe=sn::7'11£=-ge=c-it:::-o-:-:use~1.-rt-=aa1:::ai:r-..~.usu=a:-r1T:1y=----,,tlifHLET-""'r.r'ZliQ!I':":-r.xver=a::get~ -------------ltvo or three things going 011 at the sae ti•.•
I
1A'"~-•r.rm-"':iT:>v::e-.1iei=n~tr::o-=o~th"'er"""Dl"IT:Pr-:s-=an~a...,.,,ve'"'h"'a"'ve,....,bee"'n,,....,to,..,,,su""p""er.,.1o"'r:l11~:iay above average,
CiJAtil i/:Beiov average.•
IAi'IILffi! i/A:Priibabiy a iidle above average. there are ue
I sl!GDi!I thaL[ial IY hayc natblng
111fi1Uft 178:Beloii average, detnrleiy ... 1
,_,_r'Z'lll':""""T'=
=-i=-==-:==::.-:=
-----111f8Lm
ilt: ... I !Jlffl they are
considered good.
CbAtil 18: ... I get two hairs of bliic:k hme practice ... I
IAfHLETt illA:i vmld say above average ...
don't get an, extra t1me ... lntr&111rals get alot ll0l'e credence
1._,_,...,..,....., ,=-==,.....----- -----lat this university than lntercol Jeglates... the facilities
111i11Lffi! i8B: .. ,about average,,
'-.-~--~"Tn='l:n'"
":C:::::--;::::=::-------1Ifar' far belOII par ... 1
1Af8Lm
i8C: ... a iittie bit above
average,
l"Mnon-"m':'~::-::
-::~::r-:=--::=::-::=
-...::::ffl'l~----,,-.r-111r:---::=::-,~----------1 Ci!Abl 19: ... on a sort of par ... better gaa tact iity...
IAfHLETt M: ... average.1
lllt, for practice we don't have a very good facility at all,t
1,,_,_r-mr.,,:== -::::=.---=------ ----1
1lifHLETt 198:Priibabiy average .. •t
1
1AfHL£Tt i9C:Aliiiit average ... •
I
1..,Cll\Cll...,..,...lb""':"'Aboie=""a"'v"'er:e:a::ge"",-------------...,xnfHLET""'•r."'ini"'bA"":-..-.ca111="'arec1=-.:t.,.o"'Dl"l""l""w"""'are~a"'ve"'r"'age,,,...,,1,------1
I
1
IA111tHL£i"'"lllllr;r"'Siii~usr.:...l"l:f~hlr::ijC""!1f£r1".:js~p=rciiab=~1~,~be~l~ov:-:-;:av::e~ra::ge~.~.----I
I
Il_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _l11111_
fHLET"'"•t-,1~dC""':"'(-=!JleSS=~t
,..,~t-------_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _tr=s-=p"'riibali=:-rty::-::av=e=ra"'ge
_________
__

..,..--::=::-,r- --------------

Ulf

,_,_,,.....,......~=:-,-~,....,,,t-:::,,-,---------

Hi fi:~I

I

l--~~~~= ~~------- ---

1a

response that agrees vlth Athletic Director
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS

FORM

IIJPSl'Illl ltOC: Would ycu sar the athletic departaent better reflects Its 01111 culture rather than the university as a whole?
A,D.'S R&IIISE: Yes... reflects mare of Its

OIIII,

CD.\Cll'SR!SPIIIS!

CbAtil ii: Yes... •

ATIILET!'S R!SPIIIS!

IKfBLtft illl: Yes... •
I
1li
..:tlll.tt"'"' "'t.,,ii"'B::-:"'ln...,.a"'wa-=y"".•,------- -------1
IA"i"':Bttt,_E.,,ii"'C::-:...
IAfiillit iiA: Yes.•
I
l"llfBLtf"'"'"'klr"lltillnr:-:'l!No:i:E~re==a::il"'iv=-.-i1r-trchT.1n:i:k-..-.trch:::ey:-:::ar:::e-=p=re:i:tT:fy::-uai=chr-::m=-rtT:lu:::en=c:::ed=-

,""gu"'ess==.""'•--------------

CbAtil t.!: I can· t anMr that.

I

IAHI ~Y~1xmitv
l""CbKtll_,.,...13"":"".-.....l'"'t"'hlr:n"'i.,.itr-=re=-t""iec=ts,.....ii~s""01111~cu=1t"'ur"'e"'".-..At"'h"'ie"'ilr:cs=---.1"Kf8Lffi"'"_.'Zlil!A....,:i"'"..th"'lnk,,,...,"'ye"'a"'.."-.-=-,-----------lwlll always do that.1
1
I

I

1llf8Lffi iaB:,;,its ditterenE.1
1_,_"'1'51'r:--rr.:-=
~----------1lu'i1Ltft i3C: .. ,lts 01111,I
,_...,..,n::----,,.:::--;c==---------- ffllllllnllllll"nr:"'11=-'T"':;::""'I T-;:::T:I'_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
1 CbAtil A· Yes abiiiiiufely •
IAfBLffi Ml\: Yea, I say ii wcuid.t
lllfilL£'fn111rwi,.r-r.wrr.11:Y'=es=-,. ,1~wcu=1r:1a-::sa:::,=-=so::-......
-, - - - - - - - - - 111
..:fi1Lffi"'"_."'RC""':Priiiab==,,= -.""'1-------------1 CbAtil 15: ... 1 cbd kDCIII,
illi&Lttt i5ll:fes ...l
II

. .. . .

I

.

I

I

IA"f~mrwir.MliSB:r.-:~Ye~a~.,.-----------------

I

, _ _r"Rll':'"lllo::"-:::::7--- ---------1llfilL£'
fE i!iC: Yes, yes.•
......i6:
,....,""""..---------------,,...,.._.,n'l""""-rr-::
11x.,...,
OMCII
Yes.•
IA'filLffi i6A: ... lt reflects a2'l=~Tmn-:---------little.
I
I
I
IA"fBLtf"'"•t....,i6B""":&efn1~nl~t::,el~y-.~~=-tr.in~lt~e"'ly::-.1-=----------1
I
I
lllfHLkf""'"~,.-m~:R~ij=t~n=CN~l"'it~re~fr.,ec~tr.s~t~he~un~1v=e=rs~i~t,~as=-a~w==o"'1e::-.-1.....,._._,,~:-::c=-===-:::
:::::---:----------,..--.,.,r.r--I CbAtil il:As a woie, prciiabiy yes ... •
illfBLffi i/A:I thinki,:-r::i:-:==::-:::""i"------prciiabjy so.•
I
I
IA"fBLtf"'"•r.raoi"IB~:Priiia6==1~y,-y=es=.-=,----------- -1....,,_,-n,r:-..,,.,,...,,,....,.,=1A'fi1Lffi
ilt:, .. has dlHerent vaiues ... 1 =i=,---,,--------CbAtil 18: ... I think so riiit DOll,I
IAt&Lttt 18,\:Yes, yes, detlnife17.1
'1'11111-"IIIII':---::::""_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
IAfHLtft 188: .. ,no.
I
1A"I11W"'""'r.Mliltlll'l"l:l-:c1on=·,;-t~t:rhir.:ni:-k-::so=-.-----------COAtll 19: Yes.•
IA'fi1Lffi M: I thlnli so.•
1AfHLtft M: ... I think so.•
I
lllfilL£'f""'"•r..,.,,fR!....,:Y""es=-,-1,..,,th""1nk=-=so""".t,------------CbAtil iu: I think it &es.•
IA:fiiLffi libll:Yes, I think so.•
I
lllfilL£'f
11"'"~r.,...,li111br.B::11!Yes:::-"l,1.------- ---------I
l"Af1111111lil""'E,...,ii111u11:c:~1~t:rh1r.:nici:-: :so=-....
,------------1
1

,....,_r,nr.--.-~=-==-=~-------------

ts
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RESfQNSE ANALYSIS FQRM
OOPS?llll ll1A1 What wuld you say are the broad purpG1119 of the athletic dellartment of u.c.s.D. ?

A,D.'S R!SffllD:To provide poeltlve opportunities for part!e!pat!O!! fer student/athletes to allaw them to reach maxlu potential as
ca1111tltors. To generate spirit and visibility fer the university and to bring together e 111ch of the student body lnOl'der to develop
sc:a mnse of faally.

ATIILBTE'S RP.5PlliSE
I wM!i1 11:ili, to provuie an ouEieE tor studenUatiiletes.
ITo provide another way for thea to excel! ... to provide
Ithem with social contacts.•
11

IAtlllJh iiA: ... lo go out and have fun.
I
111Kt"'aw.,.11rs,i1nar-:-:.-,-,,i~!JIISS==-zt=o-=g:r:tve=-=r:::ep::rese=n:,:t..,at""1on""'"'t. :o'"'trch::-e-=sc1i=oo:e.1-.- 1,_,._-snr.--=::"":'-==--===..,,..,C':'"::==---,,--1mn:ffi iiC: ... g1Ve a cliance .. cppcrtunity to cqete ... t

I

l"'wM!il"""....,.tt"':"'To"""'cai=tr"'ibl=te,....,to:-rrth"'e-=st'"'u"'de"'ncr.£:i"""'co"'lr.1ege'=""'eXPt=r"'le==n"'ce"",--.,.,An'tilLB'l:"'"""R'"i2A"""'":t""o-=r"'aun"'d""'='of"'f..,t""he"""'pe::1'8011=1r:s'"'pe""rs,=n"'a,.,u""fy"".-.-.- - - -

!with the added ~rlence that athletics prov1des ... roundlng
I
lout the person ... 1
l"'Af"'aw,_11,. .,t21r.118:1-=o-ch:::a,=e-::a:i-t.,.l:;east=--::an:-:iath:r1r:e:r:u:::c:-::dei::p==ar~tme=n:,:E-,":lfh==a~ts: -T"11t,...,- 1,_,._,._.,--==r=--==:-=-==:-::::,-:-,=:-:---11
1Atlll.ffi
t.!C: ...stiidenis... enable to ca111tfe on a team.•
I
l"'wM!R'l'ffl''11""11fJ1S::"'fo:-::prov=1r-::ic1e~th==e-::oppcr==tun=1ri-ty::-z:for~a"'l"I~atrchT.1,:rtes""'"'i..:o,---.,.,A"'nu.n"'"•11,...,fJArr:-:,-.."'lt=-o~c1e==v=e1r:op,:-.,th"'e'"'st=uoe=n=t=s..,.,n....,otrch"'er"'wa=ys"""'be"'s""uie"'""-1part1clpate In a chosen .sport.I
I KldelliCL I
I
1A'f&Lfu bl: ...bis1caii y tor recreauon ...
I
1,_,,_,,,..,--====,-=,=:-::---------1
1Afl1Lffi b;1 ... to pnaofe sports.•
I
1•wM!R'llll''ll"'li4~::,,to~g1r.v:-e-;-atnh~ie:;t-:::es:"";";an:-:~==tu=nn1t'=y"1:f::"o-::pr.1a:::-y"T1:-n-:.---~l'l'IIAf"'11L1:,_fBFT.RAll":"l:fr.:o,:bl:::1rt1d:nither.-;p:::l'O!J'=•=----------CCIIIPltltlve envlrnent ... not <Just> lntraDll'als... 1
I
l'l'IA'filLffi"'"...--s:iUlr.":Jr::ust=-ifr:o-::p:::rov=1c1e:c:-:an::-::ou::,t"'le:::it""'f..:or:-Tfh"'ose=-T1th:;:ai-t-::are=---1~ : o
l=ln;d
I are running SDOOthly.
e suref~hellj![~n,tlre
a e c eillllS
·1~1=M~'toat~!:~ :tDfP1t:!l¥or!Tiv"IBU

~=I~

H'ftb'f

1Afl1Lffl &:To lll!rvt as many students as poss1ble.1
l"'AfHLtf_,•,.....,i58.,..,.:,-.....t=o"'lf"'ry,. . ,to'"'ge,, ,. f"'ev""e~n-=more=-=peop=.. ,1e""t""0""'cane=:-r:to""'Erch"'e-=game=s""*
I
I
lftnlllW"'"·&-e--:,-.."'lt~o-=gr-l,"'e~u-=-s~th""e""'expe="'r1"'e"'n~~
••~ - - - - - - I
1•wM!R'l'ffl''ll"'lit,r:1~...,.,1ts~n:::ece=ssary=:-tr:0:-:p:;:rov=1de::""an::-:e:::n,::1t-:::ronme=:::n;-t-:;iwhr.e=re:--~1A'l'll111WIIIT"ll1111r;~iM!r.11:fr.:o-ch-::a,=e-:a:,iie=tt:::er::"';"1at~hr.ie:r-t1r:c:-:p::rogr=am=-..- . - - - - - 1these peq,le can excel! ...1
I
I
1A'l'llblllT"llllll~~w--:..."T,=~=~=,:t..
he~1r~1u=ge:-...~an~,~:::~==a~t:::e"Ta~th~i:::lef~t~~~=re:I
I lntll.!hl.llnlyel'!lity I
I
1Aflittt&iQf: funk lhey are trying to expand and graw ...
I
l"'til\"""1;n.,...i""/:""..."'to,..h"'a"'ve""""th"'e""'iis£=""'par=t"'lc"'1"'pan=ts,..be"""ln"'g""l"'n"',o"'lv""ed.,.....--.,.1A"'111W"'"•11~il"'A'"1f"'o-=prov=r.tde"'""coa=cii""es,,...,,an"'d'"'•="'or"'t'"'t""o'"'s"'tu"'de"'n:::it"'s~wii"'o"'11"'an"'t.-r:-io
IIn the dePartment ...gettlng students lnvolved... and having
I ~ell!lie In tntcreoJJeajate ath!!ll§ 1
la suc:c:essful program.•
1Anlttii ITT... Just iogeFas many peop1e 1nvoived...1
II
IMIILtf& i/C: ... Jiist partic:ipaticn, Just to play.I
1,a:w:e_,'ll"ll8ll'::11Drr,ll"'i-=pii~ll'Ti=oiiqin=""y"'l"'s"'br"'oad:,::r~baseii-=~t"'o,,h'=av"'e-=a...,lo:rt-::of:r----.,..,AfilLK'f_,•11....,iM,..,.,.:.-.-..ifi""e::::y""'are="""ll:lfe=-=con=c:e"'rn"'ed,,,..,abiii="'t""ge"'t"'Ei"'n'='g""pe"'op=-=le""'ou,,.,. t=to
lof sports, alot of CClll(lltltlon, and mass partlcipatlcn ... 1
I m.Ji11a1J!Cml'~ w:t11 ts ahrut,1
1Afiitmi8ni.:.£0 provide an escape frca acadeii1cs... aiiows
I ~,Hie gf play~C~· ,tn pl~ •
g sc:a ng outs, of the ac:adeiiic •.. 1
I Cll\CII 19: ... to offer a great envinmment for studentlathie&s IAfBLffi iYlhJiist to=he the stucints an cutlet besides school ...
Ito cmpete ln ... a very CClll(lltltlve envlrorant.•
I lll!D.mtltltt , _ tntcpurala:pet llllltC. 11clde. Jn the scb0llj*
1Af&L!ikM:io !Ill
athleCes outlierewho•••&itnacaaem1caf y
I
Pt{~ffl
the.. 7 das1s
y~an,,,1
elcs
..gef students 1nvolvea+
I

U™'if'Jv
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
IIIF.Srllll tUB: .lihat objectives do you see as lqiortant to fulfil ling these purposes?
A.D.'S Rm111S11 To provide qqallty experience for the participants... generating or sipplylng Information to the callllUS,

COACll'S RISPIIISB
I

ATHLm'SR!SPIIISE

to.\tll ii:fo viri with the plater• lndlvlciiallyl to adileve

IMl!Lffl iiA:fo ialce sure... (not> too 111cli eqihas1s or pre9Sllre put

WAtli 18:l kind of answered that in the last question.

IA'fllLffi filiu ...eiitablliii a winning tradition ...
I
1Al'll'fHL£fllffl"'gl'"lli89nr.B:Bas=ica:;,-ilr::y:-,-rthc::e:""a:::cadii=::11::c-::iili:i:-Jr:ec::it:-tlv=e~o:rt-it:r.he::-::iidi:t:oo::::rl.-.-.- 1_,_"'llllr:-:-ffl:--------- -1K'f11Lffi 18C: ...IIIDYe to-=~::-fflrr:::
bu er bl ...
w.\dl 19: .. .and develop vays so that they CCIII to the
IMIIIJfk WA: .. .all ~ts start dolnf better against other schools
gym and watch...
I .......thin ~1r.YJXXti ~.Jltfrt gptnq •11 aamn
I
1Knittffl'IBi:::m a ,ijieveI'ot pay ...
I
lna,_r"ll!-.-;:
1
umiLffi
fit: .. .vant the,;:::s-=-==-r:
teams to iii veil. -:~.TT------- I
J"1w.\dlffl1'111'"Tfbll':..
::--.::i,t=rn:ik:r.ln:::g:-:a:-,ba~tan=ce:-ibe=twee=n:-ith=e":ldl!'llf!rfe:::r~ee==nl"f""tnn=gs:---'TllA1111J111
11Ltf-,.,,n:ib11111r:-:-..-i.t=ry::-T.fo::-=ge:i-t-;as::-:man=,--p=eop=ie;-:-;1n:i:te==rst=ea:l"T.ln:"'Tl1f:-as;;;--la university student must be...
·
I l!!mlblt 1
I
1M1itlffi! ¥IDB: .. .lqirove it services by asking the Regents for
__,:,
~~ to provide a broad range of athletics tor peopie.t

I,________
1m

18 .._______________
______________
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
oom1111 ll?A: Do you feel t~y,s,p.
expected of - <or m or
,

athletic tc■ !iOilGbffl <or m, as a i;oach Ill' mic.i;oach> give extra effort beyond w'hat Is

A.D.'S RISPIIIS!: ... ln general ther are liking a fairly strcng caltlent althcudl at are part-ti• and therefore have reponslblltles
elseuhere ... thus dilutes the cpportunlty for thea ot give as aich as the, ■l!#lt want to er I ■l!#lt want thea to.
COt\Cll'SR&IIISE

ATIILffl'S RBSPIRSE

I C0Adl Ii:! sire iii.•
I
1

IKtHLtt! liK:Ro... lts not saefKing you expect ,n a coai:ii.
1,_.._.-nr.-,.::---:------------1KtHLtt! iiB: Yes ... t
I
I
I
1nKtHLtt_,.•,~1n1~c:~Y~e~ a.~1-------------1
,:.,d!.\'lffl'i;ulll"'Slzor.:Tf-::idii~mcre=-Tltfi~an=-=expec=r.ted::r.-.,.l.,t~hr.ln'C"k";'a-=nuiiiie==r-:o:i-f---.,.,KntHLtt""'1111isl"11?.KPJl"::11:be:1'flr.nn[t::Oe(r.:y-:;,,r------------lthem do,t
I
1KDfHLttll l "l ""£""r.Pli!l ir:::v1ves::-,'Jlth:::e:--::coacii=c-:i:does;..-,iir----------

C0Adl 13: l!ili percent.•

1
1Dl,tHLtt£lllll"ll"""'ftt-::a:11o::i:t-:r=
ea:Tlr.1,:-.------------IKtHLtt! d:Not really.
l,..,,_"'Rlr:--::::::-=------------1Kflltl1'! ffl: ... yes,t

I
,:K11fHLtt"'"•1'"d;-::110e:::11T11n:-r1tr::er.1y:-.1::--------------

C0Adl R:Yes, 1 iii.t

IKtHLtt! 14:Yea, the coacii does.•

•:.-....
--------1Kflltl1'!rsirr.a,.,,..,::------141:Yes,t
I

C0Adl iS:DetlnlEely.1

C0Adl lti:llbiiolute(y .. ,1

1KDfl1LktKlllll"ll"""'f.tCllll:::llilii:-,-:y::eea:-,-:1111:::ai:c-::mor=e-itbC":an;;;-;an;;;;y::::on=e-::does=-:;,,r----lMllt!it iS.\:Yes, tbe coacii does.1
I
IMillJ'i'Dlllll"l"'is""iSBll:'l:::vife
s:"'l,ir--------------1
1·DKfllLktK"'""""'iSCR11:::'Cl'fes::-."llbe::ZfT1Jn:t11tr.:er.:1,;"l.1r----------IKtHLtt! 16":Yea, I think the coacii does.•
I
,:K"flltl1'
!"'"_.12
i68!11:1:TI.,t'C"hfr=nkc-::so:-,1::--------------

1:_,_._':'III:"~=,-,:----------IKtHLtt! iQ;:fo a degree ... •

I

·-------=--------------.. . --,..,,,.,==,..,,...----------1 C0Adl 17: Yes.•
I
I

IMllt!it ffl:l'd say so.1
I11
1:Mllt£lt
11111"1-P.ffi11'::TI-;iii:::frr1n:i,-..te:-rly:-T1tfiTlln:;,:k,thCe~coacii=:r":ldoes=.••-----I
I
I
1Dl,fHLtt"'""'1r1~~~::TI:--::~=1t~thTlln:;,:k,thce~coadi=~1~s~glr.:vr.1n~g~u~t~ra~e::zt~t~=t~.-..- 1
,. ,ebKCll.. ,., . .,18.,.:'"l~th"'1n""k'"'l,..dii:o:-..-.~=n""d-=man=y,-man=y~llll'l==--he=CJll'S=-.tr.ha:r:ts::----,,,K,.tHLtt!""""'"l8Kllll"l':Ar.:v:::er=age=-.-1r-iiiii=>rrt-rtr.h,::1nk~th::-e-=coacii==-goes=:-ai"l(T(-::cu;:;t,..,- lnot acccunted for .. ,t
1._,,_r-i-.~=====::-iie=-:=c-::::i-::
-::::-:,=:-n:::-::r.=::1
IAtHLtt! 111B: ... ever,thing else the coacn puts
cut tor the prayers.

l

IA"i'ill!t--!~---=~tes=-.~ae~t1~n~1t~e1~,~••~ - - - - - - - - - -

1_._.,.....,'"ff"l':!'!""....,,.....
,,.,.,,..,=-------------.....
r,,-=,,...,~=-==--=------I C0Adl 19:1 think I iii... yes.1
IKtHLtt! 19K:1
think the coai:li dces ...1
I1

l_,_,._r.n=r..:~r---------IMllt!it 198:1 think so ... 1
I
I
1DKfllLktKlllll"ll"""'i9C11111r.::v1tes::-,T1-ith~l::,~:-thic-e~coa~&::-:does=~.1r-------1.....,__,.,......-,,::-:--------------,rn11,-nnll':l'lc-::::--r.:
-I C0Adl id: I dii.1
IAflDJlt ildA:lli, yea.::-r::z::n-::;;=-ir;i-=::.-"'T'1 couliil't stress that mere ...1
I
I
I
1Mi11J'i'! ildB:The coacii Is aiwavs there If we need 611 ...1
l._,_-im:ll':T"~::i:--::=
--:----------1I
1KtHLtt!
iidc:I think so ...1
I

'------------------------------------Respoa11e that agrees vlth Athletic Directer
is of ~emnt• .850
ta
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
OOF.S'l'Illi t12B1 Boll caltted do Y01 feel tbo coacben arc (or mum or Y(llt coacb in1 to,~ provi~111, etated broad Plll'P09e8 ana
cb.iectlves of the athletic department?
A.D.'S RESPlliSB: I think they are caaltted to them •..aetlaes they ml~t not understand ths all, but frm l.'hat they understand I
think they are sipportlvt,

a!Aal'S RESPmlSI

ATBLnB'S R!Slla!SB

dlAtH 11:very ca111med.1

dlAtH 12:J think their Jcb depends on 1£. ..1

IA'fllLffl i!A:I thlni the coach is caitted to those purposes ... •
I
1An111LEI-.,•i'""i"'i,.8:,.ib"'e"'y"'r""e""ca111'=.,.,it,rted,,.,,...,
•
.,.,i.ii""o""l""ly'"'cam=""it"'t"'ed....•,-------1
IA..fBLEt"'""'Er-11r11,.e:::-r1-itcrhr.1ni:i:-i:ti::he:-coa=cii:r-,ir:s-:,:::ery:::-:c:::cm=1t"'t"'ed,-,111""""----IAtllt!'I:! izA: Yes.•
I
l11"i"':BL£t..,!r-t..,zB....,:l-,t"'h""in""k""t""he:-i:oach=:r-,1r:s-:1110l'e='"'th"'e~ot"'h"'er""wa=y.-.-..t=ry"'i""ng.....,to:--the coach tollM [t,t
IA'fliLffi fJA:I think this year the coach wasn·t too camed.
I
,..AfBLEt"'""'11lr"'lllfJB....,:!'T.·•:-::no:rt-:su:::re::::-ihr:011::-rith~e~coach=r"T1=s~,n:::,=01r::,e"'d..
.-.-- - - - -

ld&f't!:~Uf~

CllAtB fJ:1 feel that I am totally crmitted

to that .. ,t

1
IA"'f8£tt"'""'£lr"'lllb;!l'l':ll:ifi~e:-:::i:oach=:--1r:s'""v=ery~ca111=::":'1ntt:::ed:r...

-:r,--------

I COAtll M:I thlnlc they are very 1111ch cmaitted.1
I
I

IA'f8£tt£ Mli:Hb there ail the way ... 1
I
1nA'fBLtt-•g-m~u~fi=•~t~t~n1~n~i-.h~e~h~~a~1~~~hl~t~i•~~=ca~u~~w~are~~no~t1
I 91.llD lllld! be]D frqa ~he aural) di!partgnt
1
rAnlLtth.tC:l'd savlubt lbecoacL 1s really behind everyth1ng.1
I
l"'Cti""'1;11.,. .iS"':"'J""k"'n011"""'i"'•m="""ca1111=1'"'Et"'e., .d...to., . , ,111Y:-e:,goa=Js=-.--r.An"'d,. .,,.l""k"'n011,,.,...---,,,A,.THLEt""'""r.'"'iSA""""':"'Roe'Zf'"'v""e"'ry=-...""con=st""an""t""ly,...,tr"'y""1n""g"'£o""'""'man=u,"'er,....,,ar""ou"'n""d""'t'"he,,_._
I they are camltted to their goals ... 1
I ithJnle •t to aet wt,at th1 !cam ~I
·
1AfBLffl iSBh thrnklie 1s pretty ca1111lffid.1
I
I
I
1Anm~"'ar-e-:-:,.,,t"'he~i:oach=~1s""n=e:-ca1111=.,.1~tt"'ed~th"'an~ar:1ort-:orf-=pecp=i"'e'"'.1~1
,.,CbAtll,....,...lli..,:"'i'r.:m""'ccm="'1t"'t""id....-. .""li"'s~J"'ust::r-d:111-=sappo=,.,.1n::it"'in"'g'"'t"'he"'r=e-r1s=---..,,A,.'f11Lffi""'.....,i&\""":"'i~t"'bl"'ni~th""e~coa=cii,r-,1-=s-=.,::it""lv"'a"'te"'d"".1:-------1not an camltment elSNiere ... •
I
I
IA'fBLttn~•g~m~:l-,t"'h""lni~t"'~~~=r-ir:s'""p=re::it~ty=-~=&~ca1111=1"'tt"'ed~.-=,---1
I
I
"'""'r.-E~:ib~e:-:::coach=:--ir:s~~=~~an=t1~y-=a~t~&~y~wmi~th~th::e-::a~th:-.~~=tr-.-1
l.,Cti_,1;11.....,:ot:,::-r1-:iin=·""t'SlfhC'":1":lni~th"'ar-t-r.is::-nth==e""11a=-1r:n~ciij=ec=tni-:::ve:-of::r-itrche::----TJA111fBLEt""'"'r.,.,il'l/~11:,,.l.,t"'61r:ni:-i-rthi:::e:-coa=ch:r-ii~s-=v=er==y-ite::ru:::e'"'t"'o.,1~£."'.l:1~---1coaches.
,_
...........,.===::-::-----------1
1A'
f11Lffl
i/8:Detlnite[y.1
I1
l""""""r-nr.r.e:-r-:,:,_
,-----------1A'f11Lffi i/C:Yea, I do ... i
I
,.,COAdl"""'.,...i8"':"'l-::u"'nii"'rsf=an=d""1t"'s""al""fflDl'"'lrl.,.,ln"'s'""tln:tu"'t""ion=-,.,.,w"'1t~hir:n'"'l"'hose=--.,,,A,.fmHLB't._t,.,iM111r.:"'l""t"'hl"'ni,,....,th"'e""'coach=:c""'Ch""as:-::re:::-a"ll"'y-rtr="1"'ed..,,..6ar"'d:r'Tfo:-:::ge"'t-=p"'ecp="'ie:1!Jlidellnes I am totally ccaltted to work within those
I l1!ILl..
l!Jlldellnes. But, as far as the changes that I think need
1Afdtm 188: Real camltted ... 1
Ito be facilitated, I'm also emitted to making those
I
lchanges.1
111..f""HLB't,-11"'i8Csmr::-,-..-rtr="1'=es::-:::ve"'ry::"'C'har=d-rto~m::'!fT.iu=en::::ce=-rthi::e:-...':l:depar="'tme=nt.-.-1
11111r.::1!He:-r:tr.,.1"'es:-.1..,Cti"""'1;11.,...i9"':"'l-::an=-=cm=1n:t-.:ted,,,.,t""o""my::-rie.::am:::-::ue=~t"'han=-1r-::am:-ca=,.,.1tnt=-ed:r--.,,1x,.tmHLB't._r.,.,i9
..
1to the total UCSD athletic program ... Its hard for me to
I
ISIPPOtt coaches...dDD't put enou91 time in ... that aren't
1nAi"'HLB't..,t'"ff"""6"':ib""e:-::-:coa"'c!i::i,-ir::s'""r"'e,,.,ai"'ly::-::gooil=-..,abiii=t:-£..h,=,at.-.-..""'•----IS1i:cessful .t
I
I
1nA'f8£tt~•£~m-:S--""i:oach=r-1~s'""r"'e,,,ai.,.,iy~in"'v,,,oi~,ed~..'"'.n=a1"i"'y~~=1c~ar.ted~.t~1
1..,dlAtll'lm'll""l:lbll'::~1~11011=·tr-::rest=--:-:un::it,riil"'ve=-are=-::runn=r:1n=g-=~=gooi1=-:::a-:p:=rogr=am=--111Ari.fi1Lti'l l"1111l £.,imtu111Al':':ifilC'e-=coa=cii~en=cour=a;:;ges=-e::,:::,ry&idy==--..to;;--;:;cane_--::::ou::i:£-..-:.t;i--las we possibly can ... •
1..,,,_~,.,.,....,.,~,,,.,,,.....=... .,,.--:::::~-------1
1AnllJ:l't ilbB:Ws kind of hard to say.
I
I
I
IAl'lfi1Lti'lllll'l"'t-,1~oe~:-:...~th~e-:coach=~i~s-=re::a~ilr.y~[~M=o~1,~ea~w,~trh-=ou~r0 t'"e~~~.---

l™
..

-=-,-------------

'-----------------------------------Re!lponse that agrees with Athletic Director
%of Agreement= •750
Respon~ that agree=
~

1=

·-
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
OOES'l'llli 112C: Boll wild you de9crlbe the 1110tlvat1011 of the coaches? <coaches only: Boll 1111t1vated are you?>

A.D.'S RESPIIIS!: For the at part the coaches are very 111t1vated,

CD.\Cll'SR!SmlSE

ATBLm'S R!SP!IISB

lxfBLffl iill:niethcoaclies motivation is probably to ...be out there

Cu\tll ii: ... Pm verr 1110tlvated... 1

I fBriH~ fB"
~ I"...t
~,r
1sli
8

I

COO:B t!:Prefty good, •• everyone seem pretty up ...1

111.iLf:t'?G~~

CllllCII IS:kifel nw...there has bein an 1qiroveaent .. ,l'm

stll I motlva ed,t

Cu\tll 141 ... overall they are mthated for their

I"""

011D

IO,Oiih • filt...,

fm Re9ponse

that agrees vlth Athletic Director

1AnfBt!t
....lM£,,,,1r11c:-:.-.."l'fhC::e:"'tr.:e::::am:-mo=tr::1,~atr-es=--<ithr,:e:-,coacii=:r-.- - - - - - IMBLffi t!A: Pm not sire i.iiat the coaciies momes are ...when the
the coacli is very veil moEivated.t
I
lll'fBL!f
ftlllll"lllll15rl'i'a;lr."I:!"1t~hT:fo:t'k":ii:C:e:-T.is:-:mar=e=-mo=tr.iv;;,atr.ea::r.-.as~fr,ar:;:-;:as:.ithi::e-:me=n:--:::go1u""IKtBL!ft &: ... Its iiuvatlon Just to see pecple do ... the best
1
Fsard to see the coadi vith 1111cli motivation ...
I ~
I
1ll11fBt!t11111"11111r.~19CP:'ll:tfiec:e=-=coacii=:-eir.s:-:n;;;ort•a-:re;:a:r1-:mo=tn1-;;,a;;t;;or:-o::if:-:p;;eop~le•.---lllfBLffi W: ... the coacli 1s an average motivator ...
I
11fBt!t"'"
1111£FT.ffllll:'!:Vr=erv=-=1111=tn1-::,va;;t:::edr,1:r------------1ll
1
1:"'llfllllllLriJ'""1Sl!""l'ACn,:,:ll'l'ts~a-=mo::1t"'iv::::a:i-t1r::on::-i-thc-;a:i-t-,l..,lrric::ke:-.,:---------

IIPOl't ... 1

lirfM· ·~·

lllfBLffi iibA:'ihe coach is very zhvateil.•
I
1nllfBt!t
....111111 5,,,ifrllo8r.:zho:-::anMr==.- ------------I
l"Milll_,11111r&-,1r11oe1r.::iioiii~,..,coacli=r-r1=s-=re::::a~1-=110::1t"'l:::va:i-Eed=,,1=--------%of A!,eement= .825

Rffponaes that agree- 33

of '40
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RESPONSE ANALXSJS FORM
OOP.STIIII ti.fl: Hall often do you meet vlth ~l~t MCalu: <er the indiytra,at
liRwaml? CO.It
this question

forte■

rs.

)!hon,

Jl!Pllfflbll ttig tnciydft tbe atbJettc

A.D.'S RISPOISI: I've had the s■e Slllervlsor for eleven years. Starting this year I am meeting vlth the Physical Director once a
month ...Ve still get side tracked an departmental Issues rather than athletic lssues... anly meet vlth the Ylce-Qiancellor thrau~ J1ff
Initiation ...

COACll'SR!SPIRS!

ATBLffl'SRISPOISI

I COACH it:Oiiiia!iy ve meet once or twice a iieeit ... her

Ilofflce Is rl~t next door.
I1

IMIILttt 1111:
I
lftnT~HW,_ll,.,i~i~B:=---------------I
lftnii1Lt"'"ru.•~11~t:=-- ---------------

,_._,T'"O..,........,,,..,,,::::=---,,,_._~-.----------------CUAtli
t.!:A.D. !...ie have a coaches meeung once-:-:==-==,,,...=-=-==,.,...a month.
IAfl!Lffi fl.A:
IAn'
I tllttfE_,_mlzB..,..1______________ ___
II
IlnA'tllttfE_,_mta;...,.:______________ ___

1__
1

I

I

1-iCQAlllffldllll""llB"':"'ii=-=mee::r-E-::iieeit=r::1,...,1r:n-=on=e=-=~:;-Etn1-:::ng:-::an::ra-::011::ce::-:e::::ve=r=-,-;thc:r:::ee=---.,.1x111tBLttllll"ll"'i""W-:=---- ------------lveeks
In another.
I
I
1Mn"'"H1Jf•11-1311-.:
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
II

1An'tllttit111n_.mii;llr."1
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
I

I

1-itt1\lllffl1;islll""llf.t:r.::-r1-::iiiii=·-.E"T£C1h(::,nlic--r-t-=mee=t-::v:n1t~h,(:C:he:-:11a1::rec::r-E-::si:::l!l:::r:::v~1sor=----r,x111t81Jfllll"ll"'£""W~1=---- -------------1nearly enau~ ... I have to Initiate the contact ...! feel w
I
ldlln't have enau~ meetings, CC11111Dlcatlon.1
IA111'tllttfE1111"11"""f.tB1111':: ------------------I
I
I
1Ant81Jfllll"ll•trRCnr:=
----------------I
1..,Ct1\"""CH.. . ,i5"':"ie:-::are=-=si:::PPO!le=::-if"'o""h..,ave=-=on=e=-mee=£n1-:::ng=-a=-=mon=th""...-------ri1A1111"'HW_11,.,iSAlll!l':::-----------------llndlvlaially,
I
I
1AnTHLm"'"'_,i5B-=:--------------I
I
I
lftnfBLtt"'"•r.riSC"""::
----------------1
1..,Ct1\"""1;is.,,fiiP::~0n=e:-:on=-=on=e::ii1r-1r-::pr:::iiibab=ir::y""11::-n"lt'l"1a:;-te=-=-a-=mee=tr.1n:::g-::e:::ve::ry::----,1:'l'A11111illl"lllllftrliiQl!I':":- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1I tvo veeks.
1nAfiiiJf"'"•traii6B!r."':
I
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
I

I

1nAfiiiJf"'"•r.raifit!II':"':_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

I

l"'C....
t1\1;is.....i"'l:"'ln.:arr.lv"'1"'iii""a.,ll"'r...
, .-.....0n:::ce::--ea-=llllll=t""h""th"'e""re:"'T.1s=-a~coacii="=es=---'T111nt81Jf£""..ril'l/r.11:=----------------lmeet1ng
..
•
required,
1

1._,_....,,.,....-------------I
A'tllttit i/B:

I

I
1mAfi11Jf-,•tr101re--:----------------

I

I
1-itt1\""'
Clllll""lli8n:::-r1-::mee=t-=v-:r1T1fh:-trch:::-e,A"'.D..
r-.--=on::ce::-::or::-;;fw:-i:1ce=-:e::,:::,r:::,,1;;:vo::-----r1A111THWllll"ll"'!""i8A-==--- -------------lveeks... required coaches meeting once a 11011th.
1__,,_,._-.,------ ---------1
1A'tllttit id:

I
II
111nfi11Jf"'"~r.ri8Cllll'l'::
----------------I
l.,CilKtil_.,....,,.:,.'tli"'e""Ar.,..D.""!..,ir-c:::an=-=mee=t""v:r,ith~lie~r~at:-an=rtc-rime=-.-.fiiec:r=-e--....,.111nt81Jf"'"~r.rflK:air:=-----------------

lls only one ti• I have ot meet vlth her and thats the end
I
lof year evaluation.
1nAfiiiJf-,•trmfl1111~:- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1
I
··I
1A'tllttit flC:
I
111
l"'C....
t1\1;is....i"'b:"'Art'Tj9::::19::1£:-::::011:-a=-=mon=th'Tly::-i::bas=1s:-:tr:or=-=coach="=es=-=mee=tir:ngs=-...--r1x:H1Ltllll"ll"'f!""i"l'lll0Ar::----------------lbetween monthly meeting 2 to 5 tlaes depending on the ti• of
1111111
1year.

n111111~-.------ ---------

1Afi11Jfk iiuB:

I

I1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1= Response

I

1nAfiiiJf"'"•t1n1fimuc~::- -----------------

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

that agrees vlth Athletic Director

I of Agreement= ,100
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
OOBS'l'It11 t14B: !bl IIICh autonm,-do

ycu

have In your paslt1011? ... Are

ycu

often revleved? (Qalt this "9Stlon for the team mears.>

A,D.'S R!SPIIIS!:Alot, alot ...Revleved? I a a faculty lll!lller, I • mlMd by IJ peer faculty and the Physical 1'4acatl011 department
Clair as qipoaec1 to an adllnlstratlve review.

COACH'S R&'IIIIS!

ATIILIR'S R!SPIIIS!

I tuKt'II 11:1 wuld say alot ...Ro, we an only revlewd once
la year.•
I
II

IAflllJ;f!
IIK:
I
IATIILIR tlB:

I
1nAfllttlt"'"'_,lfflt"':,----------------

1._,_._......,..,..,...,.,,,--_
-..,,.,.,,,,...,,----------,,.-..,.,,,,,.....---------------I CUKL'B 12:liilte a 61t ... once a year.•
IAfBtm l?A:
II
1

I
IAnltlh'n_..•£""128_,:,----------------

I
1nKfBLm_..~a:-=:,----------------

I

1

l"'CIIK""'1;11.. . .,ft"":lr-i::ha::::ve:-r.:to~ta:T(-:con=tro=r1'=otl""TCfh::-e-::p:::rogr=am=-...--:on=ce:--;-a~,~ear:::-..,---n1A11111THt£tfflllllll'g'lrd11T:":- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

I1

IIAnfllttit_,,__,ffl,_:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

I

1ADfllttitlllnl..,.,l3CPJII'::
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
I

I

1-,tuKt'll...,."""'U"":fhr::::ere""•"'s'"'qu""l"'te:-:-a""b"lt-..-.l,..,.,ll""ke""be=in"'g,..,l"'eaii=r"'o~f-:IIJ=---.,,,AnllJh'""""-!,UAn-:-:- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - lsectlon ...Ve are rev lewd once a year ,1
I

1nAfBLm"'"'..,.,Ulmr::- ----------------

1
1Anfllttit-,,..,.,k:mr.:----------------

tuKt'II iS:l'm pretty 111cli felt 011 IIJ

01111 ... An

annual reV1ev,1

IAfllttit iSK:

I
1nATHt£t_,,•11""1SB_.,:
,-----------------

1
l"AtHIJt--•11'"'1SC""":,----------------

tuKt'II lli:loll\...'niere ls a rewlev process iii£ i wuld
like to be revlMd ue often.•

IA'iilLtf! IQ:
I1ADTHL£'t£1111"11..,.,IQ1Pr.:_____________ ___
I
1ADTHL£'t£"'"'..,.,Rt--=
-----------------

tuKL'8 11:i pretty 111cli lett alone, totally ... liice a year .i

tuKL'8 18:As coacli'I fatal over my team .. •once a year ,1
I
1
I

IAfllttit 17A:

I
IAnTHt£t"'
"'•11""l"'l8""':_____________ ____
IIAnfllttit_,,_,,..,IC"':,----------------

IAflltm 18.\:

I
1nA111tm"'"'__,18Bmr.:
,----------------I

IADtHIJt"'"'•t""illc_,:, -----------------

1

1l"'CUKt'll.....,.....,19..,,:Ae=tue=a"ll"'y,-l...h""'a""ve""a,,-,=gre"'a.,.t"'ii""a"'..l--.e"'v~er""y""'y~ear,,,...,1-----,,,A,.111J.ST"""'"'11,19"'A"':---------------I

I1nAf11Lffi"'"'. ,.,i9~a""':_____________ ____

I

IIAnflllltt_..__,l<)I;_,:_____________ ____

I

,...CUK""'1;11ll"'Tljgr.:":vrr.e=ry:-:111=cii:-,"11thC'::a~ts""p::riiiab=1:11::-,-::iwhi:::artTl-:e=-nJ:-:oy~abiii=t..,("r"t.-.-.--n1A11111:tlll!tt--ll'llfb~,u:----- -----------lat least on a yearly basis.•

I
I
1An'i'BL!l'"'"'~11""l"ib~B
~:---------------I
I
I_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _1An'nllltt"'"'__,lfffo~c~:
---------------1
_____________
_ _ _ _ __
I= Re!poase

that agrees with Athletic Dlrectcr

%of ~ n t11 1.000

Re!poases

that agree- 10 of 10
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RESPONSE

ANALYSIS FORM

caach>, ao ym ha.e any Interactions vlth other C1DPart1ent8 vlthln the unlver11itY- either throolii
formal.« lnforaal c:iiitacts':CQaif11ils question for the te• lllllbel'l!,)
·

m?:Srl(ll 114C: All a llill!artmul <or

A.D.'S RP.SPIJISE:Coastantly, Ve don't hit every dePartment

III don't hit the acadelalc dePartments ... have alot of contact 111th those
dePartments under student affall'll: adlllsslons, reglstras office, health center, unlvel'l!lty events, and ah1111l office.

COACll'SRP.SPIIISE

ATIILffl'SRP.SPIIISE

I dlAtii ii:'tlie iiiivs1cal edication dijariiiienE because I wori
lthere too.1

dlAtii t.!:No. Not extens1ve.1

I

IIMm.ttt ,tK:

IAll'llfllll8Lf'lllrllll£"'lim1ar.:----------------I
11U'f'lllllll.r;,.,1m1tr,::----------------111
1Ant

IATHLffi iiA:
I
IA"tm.tt"'"'"".r;'"'t"'illr::----------------IA":fllLffl"'"'. . ,t."':.!t,.,:_________________
1

ttlM;li 19: I serve of various ca11111££ees... Acaciiilc departienm IAtm.ttE &:
I vculd prebably say no.I
I

IAll'llfillJ;fllll'lllllll!"'li9BP.lr.:-----------------

I

I

IAll'llim.tt"'1111"'.r;"'lb;S-.::------------------

I
I
I

•

CiW!II U:1 have aiot of confacts ...111th the grounds aepartiient
lhere ... DUtChaslng... In other sections of the ~s. outside
lot ph,slcal emcatlon I don't have very many,1
1

I

1

IATBLtt! UA:
I
t'l'iliiim.tt"'"'"'.r;,.,UBnr.::-----------------I
l'l'IIAfillJ;f"'"'"'!r,UCrnr.::------------------

'

I dlAtii 15:Reai ly 111th only the physical departiiient. 1 ao
Ihave encounters here vi th the housing department ... and

IAfillJ;f! iSA:
I
IAfillJ;f""'"'"'r;,.,IS-.B::-----------------1
I
I
l"Aim.tt!"'"'..,,.,ISC"""':,----------------1
l""bi11m1us..,,16""':Y""es=,-a,,,l..,.l""th'""e,...,a"'i:adeiii="'1c,....,,dij"'ar=tiiie"'n""t=s""beca=u"'se~of...,t""he,......--.-,Anim.tt"'"'""i:'"'i&\.,....,:---------------lslze of the teaa and the amcunt of travel and the confl lets
I
lvlth sane of the academic schemles... also malntance.1
l"Af"'BLf"""'ft,.,fi,Bmr.::------------------

lcaterlng... 1

1

I
l"M"'Httt"""'s,.,IQ;mr.:,-----------------

I

1

l""billffllusll"Ti'"r:"'th'='e""pii""vs::i1r::ca:-r1-,eiii=c::iat"'lon=-:c1epar=::itiiie=n:rt-i:becau="'se=-rtT.fe"'a:i:cli:---"TIA"1'HL£f"'"'"".r;'"'il'l'/Ar::---------------1for thes ... Any academic C1DPart11ent? ... No,1
1.._,._,,~..,.....--------------IAfHLtt! i/8:

1

I

I
IA"im.tt"'"'•.r;'"'i~fu,.,:,-----------------

I

1

1-rtm'l'lll'luslMll8r.1:Roa::-..-.lr-=ge:i-t-=n:-o'l:be=ne:::if~it'"s;-ifr.:or--=coacii=,-;1n:=g-ch::ere=-,---m&o:::it:rh1:-::n::g-~IArtTHLttlll"ll"£,iii,\llll"I':________________
Ils provided fr,r me. Therefore, I have been never velcaae In
I
lthe acadellc side of things.I
1nAfillJ;f""""B,i8B:inr.:---------------1
I
I
l"Af"'ni.r;r,_.r;,...,ilt""":,----------------1
l""bi""'
1;n.....,19"':A"l..,ot=-..."'1' ='1""dr,:1r=ec""t"'ly=-1""n"'vo"'iv"'ed=111"'t.,..h""th'""e'"'h"'caa"'s-r::ln=g----r,AniHLtt""""'.r;..,iY""A"':________________
l~tllent ... Instead ot academlc ...hauslng, tnnsportatlcn,
I
Istudent services, pbyslcal plant .. .more t6an the academic
IAt""'m.tt,._,,...,iY"""'B:,----------------ldDPartllents
of
the
university.I
I
I
IAfillJ;f"_.."'.r;r-:iYC""":,----------------l""CiW!ll_,,.....,iu..,.:Ro""'"t""so"""'111""cli....,.,111""th....,,,,ot""her"""'ilijar=""fiiie=n"'ts"'".-ib""e""th"'l""ng,,.....l--..,.,Anim.tt""'""t'"'imiun11"":- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - lbraucjit !IP earlier, the bastions of acadsla regard athletics
I
las scathing caitslde their real■ and as a reSJlf !lhy away frcm l"Aim.tt"'"'"'.r;'°"1n1111
0Br:-:---------------lus
and
vlsh
us
to
shy
avay
fraa
them
..
,1
I
1111
I1_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _1Anim.tt"'
"
'
t,.,im1o~c~:---------------_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
1

1a

Response

that agrees 111th Athletic Director

, of Agree-ant= 1.000
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RESPONSE ANALYSIS FORM
OOESrilll.115.\: Haw 1111Uld rou describe h011 the rest of the unlversltf perceives the athletic department; for exa1111le the academic area?

A,D.'S R!SPIIISl:the acadellc departllnts are Into their CM1110rld••• they are unavare of us of the IIOSt part.
COM:ll'SR!SP111.91

ATIILETB'S RBSPam

I CMtll 11: ... 1'1 not sure hw the rest ot the :ref iiiares
IAtHL£'f£ 1111:Aiot of them diiin, are Ignorant aiiciiE a large part of
Ithat feellng ... at this point they are either apa etlc or
I lli.._Thl' don't C!iJ lzr h011Jn'f u- wr d!Lhaye •
ltanrd It.•
.
1A'hliJfC1i:Xiof ot people d0iPt evenkDOII ab&it rt .. 1 oiin't even
I
I kna!l If they l<nm t'1!._N are.Jven UilSI t
I
1AiBtffi iif:Alot of peopleaoiF£1now aloE about \iliat IS 91mg on.•
I
,.,a.«_,1.11..,...,t..i!:"",-.....th"'e:::re,-. ,1s="'p=-=ar=t"""'of,. . th"'e""u=-n1"'v'"'er==s"M1t=-y-i:tr:ha"'E""'diie=sn:::1n:t----,,,.A'f"'HL£"""t£~t.!A1!11~:No="t-=ve==r=-,-::w::,1, ...1-..,,tC'Ch'"'ey""iiiii=·"'t-:su:::ppor="'t-,t,..he:-:iat"'h,..,ie,..f:-::,c:--lpay Dllch attention to lt ... 1
I ~ lheJ don't hl~IY va.ln thl!JII 1
I
IA'fllllfiW:f donllGinktl\ey think ot it as any great estaDI lsh1
1 ment..b.11u... ..na big dell tD .im. 10 tbe 11th dePt, h,r11 •
I
IA™:bofl i61nt anilicxii are reafiy aware oi iltiat they 00.1
I
1""CMCll.. .,., ...,i!:"".-..""A""'ce""r"'t""al"'n""'~""rce=n"'t""age""""o"'f"'t"'hei~1111U="l""iii"'•,...t""care=-=one,:::,----,l"'Aiet£f_,"',,.....&llr.':l'""th"'ln"'k""••-....al"'o,...t""of'"""st"'u""de""nt""s'"'ar~e""'cb"'l..,lv"i""au"'s"'t"'o.,.,'"t.-=1-1way or another... ! coulm't put a real percentage on It...
I
II Just k11011 there ls a fraction that actually lillUldD't em
1Aniet£f"'"•,....,ffi...,,:l"'ts"""ilr::nd""""of'"""'sad"""',""peop="'le'"'doii=•"'t""'re"'a"'l'"'ly'"'c""ar"'e"".1=----IknOII lie had IY prO!J'• here. I
I
I
1 t'"'m=t~to~k""n""w=-~=~t~1"'t••
1~n~•,....,u~1~~t..,ion~ot~tr.M:-:::un"i~,.'"'~=~
~~
I
J"'a.«tll""'..,...,A"':"".-..,.,Ai"'o'"E""ot,. . ,th"'e11::-:ooiiii=1f..-c:tn==w=m:::cli:r-:aiicii=,_..t,.,thc-:e,.,a"'thri1r=etn1-=c---,,-n11iet£t~•,r-rwn-:i:1r-doii=1n:f-,t"'h:-::,nri-i:tr,ha"'t-,t,..he=r="'e=v'"'en""t"'h..,ln:i:k""'aiicii=,...£.,.,t,...,-,-c.h...alrrf-it=he
ldepartaent.•
I l!!HII.I.I at thl!J sliggJ don't !mW ilhen: mr f.W.jl~ i!I I
AB:lts not ream a llla,Jortocus at tlioii sdioof.•
I
tAflll!it At: .. studerit body leaning to stronger program-like UCIA.
I
1"'a.«tll....,
....iS"":"'l""'st"'l..,l,..i""th""i""nlc"""'fh""e""y.,.loiiic"""'"'u"'pon::-:spor="'ts""""he==re,,...,.,ln,...,.,an,-----,1,.AtHLt_,""tt....,ISA"""':Be~twee=n'"'ap="at""hy,,...,,an==a.-:i:::n:::e""ra""l""'n'""~='t1"'v,..e"Tfee,.,.,,iir::ngs=-.-:.e"'lt"'h-:-:er,-1acadellc nature ... •
ltb.n. . .clan~1.)ngi, yhat tt i:, llt....l_CIOD't_1111 ll.hat Jt§
•
I
IAflll!IiiSih'he prote!SOrS amf lit i e stalhave nodlllng
,aea \Atats
I
I 9l21n9 lffl 100 lntetllltftd In the rmarch *
I
IA'filU'i'C~:Host ot ilie people arcu7iirhere are unaware ... ,
I
J"'CMCll_,..,...,16"":""'ib'""'is=-=siib=Jec"'t""""'wou"""id,..n=-=o:rt""'an,.,swe=r,...,th,.,,e""qu:,:est=1,:011=-.-----,,,.AfilLB'f_,"'!rz16Al!T:l:ff""iist~o=if'"'tC"Ch:e11,-ciin=1n:t-it:rhr.1nk:l:"":aiicii='"t""1t.-.-. ri'hc-:e=-y""'r"'ea"'l'"',,..,iiiii=•rr-t
I
I
l~f
I
IAfllLini
168:ibey
ciin•E
kn011
w
exist,
they
iiiii·f
lcna,,
anythmg
I
I .about it . .,t
I
tAfili.ffi! ill:ln transition ...acadi11cs are Just starting to notice ..
I
1.,a.«tlll'llm'll""ll~l::11ib~e=J-::1111U=i2'd"=pe=rce=1::::ve:-:::us=-as-::-a=--=ve==rv=--st;;ron=g:-:c1epar=:::£iiieii=;;-t-::iih:c:o:-11r11ktet£lllll"l"f£F"l1'fflAr.:1nt:-s-=no:1£""thn:;,afi:-1:161r::g-:a~ilii=a1r-...--;:as:;-;-a-:c-r.:1u5:i:-,•-.,,Anr.:o:1ti::he:::r-,lrrtntt,r.le:11s very benef clal to the school as a whole,
I ci.Jlb.l
I
IA'f&ilft iii:! En011 ae of the Professors would say a pam in the
1
,
£UCt tbln(S jt 1s aping t~tak! au£ tbo!C tung1n9t
I
lftTIIIJ'l'E i7C:J have no ilia lt'liat they t111ni.
I
1-,a.«....,1.11.,...i8"':"",-..-=-a""th"'orn=-..,1n:-rith"'e"'1r""s"'l""de="'....
.- As::-rfar"""'as,.,,..,t,..he"'l-=r""'conce==rn::.ed"""'--,,-nxiet£f~•e-iM...,.:.-,-:.non=ex"'ir::st"'an,.,,t'"••.--:ther:-st=uoe=ntr.:s-,l"'00k:,:-,a:rt-:spor="'ts""a::s,-,b:.1-=-g-lthey could probably do very veil vlthcut us.1
I SU,, Jjg UCl,A,,tbev ge thi! pcpgram as WI I &DODUAJIUDt *
I
IATIIIJT1 188:ffit of people iiiii't reaTW care as far as attffetfcs
I
I !Illa!..
I
IAiiilJ;ft iit:Hoiiexlsfant. I mean thy could care less.,
I
1.,w\tl'llm11r9-,i9~::1111fic-:e~stu=oe:r::n::if,-,boiiy=:-:::wu=1arT111-i::ke="""fo="'see=-=a-:1101'=e:-acce="ie=r::iatr.:ed:r-""l,.AiHL£flllll"l""!r-11W11111~:ib11:e=,,. ,diiii=1n:t-it~aici:::e:-£r.:00=m:::cli:r-:,-:1ntr.:e=rest=--r.1n:-nth='e-=aiith:'l'.(e::it,r.1c=-1progra... the acadelllc people would like to keep sitting on
I inattDIDt. ..JhCY dQQ't care •
1us.. Cthey> feel athletic programs mean less elllPhasls on
IAfBttfCriK:'iiier percene 1t wii.
lacadeslcs.
I
I
1Mnne~2-m-:ibre=y'
"'iioii=1n:t-,l~00k~a"'t-:u"'s~&~a,...-..~0,~for~a~th~1~et~,cs,:::,-.---1
1-,a.«.,. 1.11.,. ,.i"'b:'"'ili"'e"'l"'. i"'de""r"""ve'"""'scr=eem,, . .f""'or,,. . ,th...ln"'gs,,,....t"'he""lllll'=e,,..,.,lt"'s""pe""r=ce"'l"'ved~-.1"A'f11LE'l'_..,r.l""Klif"'O""A:"'llost"":r-::~=,.,1e""'ciin=1n:t""'e,:eve::n-,k"'n""w'"'ve:.=-,h""'a"'ve""a="""te'""am:-'TJ"'1k'='e""'ou"'r, ,. s.
lthat ve are not understanding the acadeilc orientation.
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I

I

IAfibJF

lftTIIIJ'l'ri 1IOB:i iliiii
I

I

I

DOIi,
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LIST OF QUESTIONS NOT USED IN THE
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Question:
2.

What has been the departments <or
your teams> performance in NCAA
regional or national competition?

8.

In competing against other DIII teams,
do you feel that UCSD's athletic teams'
uniforms, equipment, and travel schedules
are above average, average, or below
average in comparison to these teams?

% Agreement
See Appendix
D
45.0%

9A. How do you feel other lnstltutlons <or
coaches or teams> view UCSD's athletic
department <or specific team>.

2.5%

9B. Based on your experience has the UCSD
program influenced any other institution's
program in any way?

52.5%

10A. Considering the athletic department ls a part
of the total university environment, how
would you say the department reflects the ideas
of the culture of this university?

10.0%

10B. What would you think others outside of the
athletic department would say concerning how
the department reflects the ideas of the
culture of UCS0?

60.0%

11B. What objectives do you see as important to
fulfilling these purposes?

15.0%

13A. What do you perceive the task of the athletic
department to be?

55.0%

13B. Do you feel that all members of the department
are committed to this task?

57.5%

13C. Do you feel that the lndlvlduals above you
or individuals below you> in the hierarchy
are committed to this task?

12.5%

13D. Have any new of innovative methods been
introduced within the athletic department <or
specific team> since you have been involved
in the athletic program?

65.0%

14D. Do the coaches <or Y.QU.) have other academic
responsibilities besides coaching?

40.0%
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LIST OF QUESTIONS (Cont.)
14E.

If so, who decides these academic
responsibilities?

40.0%

15B. Would you say the athletic department represents 67.5%
a typical of atypical university department as
you perceive it?
15C. In what way?

25.0%

15D. NOTE: only ask if the person considers the
department to be atypical: Would you say that
the department is considered a problem by other
departments in the university because of this
atypical nature?

51.9%
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Southwestern
College

April 24, 1987

Dr. William Foster
Director of Dissertation Committee
University of San Diego
Ocala Park
San Diego, CA 92110
Dear Dr. Foster:
As per the agreement in the Methodology of Ms. June
Scopinich's dissertation, a_QQll~g~_athl~ti~-~~~aLtm§n1==

an_~~Am21~_2f_s_tl!sh_f§tf2Lmsn£§_~x§t§m_t~i~ting_1n_an_
Qrasn1~~A-8nst£h~-~IlQ~Il-A§_s_Un1~§£~1t~LHigh§£_E~~katiQil

OrganizationL I have verified the accuracy of the transcriptions that she recorded from the interview tapes and
have found them accurate. I reviewed every fifth tape.
It has been a pleasure participating in a dissertation
as exciting and meaningful as the aforementioned.
Cordially,

Barbara Blourock, Ph.D.
BB:slh
H3704

900 Otay Lakes Road

•

Chula Vista, California 92010

•

(619) 421-6700

•

Southwestern Community College District
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